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ABSTRACT
PREDICTORS OF PARENTAL NOTIFICATION POLICIES FOR ALCOHOLRELATED VIOLATIONS AT COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES
by
Gavin Henning
University of New Hampshire, December 2004
Under changes to the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA)
colleges were granted permission, but are not required, to notify parents whose students
who violate alcohol policies. This was intended to be a new solution to an old problem.
This study investigated the predictors of parental notification policies, practices,
and beliefs. A quantitative approach was used employing on-line and mail surveys sent to
a stratified sample of chief student affairs officers (CSAOs) at Institutions of Higher
Education (IHEs) listed in the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System that
confer baccalaureate degrees. A 60% response rate, was obtained.
Using factor and reliability analyses, the data suggested that student affairs
administrators discern between three conceptual perspectives in regard to parental
notification; parents right to be involved, students’ benefit of parental notification
policies, and IHEs’ legal responsibilities to protect students.
Logistic regression analyses indicated that three variables predicted that an IHE

would have a parental notification policy alone; the IHE being located in the northeastern
part of the country compared to the western region, the belief that such policies benefit
students, the belief alcohol use was a problem, and public IHEs scoring high on the legal

xv
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responsibilities scale. Logistic regression also suggested that the first three variables
listed above in addition to the IHE being private predicted that an IHE would have a
parental notification practice or policy.
Multiple linear regression analyses suggested that scores on the parents’ right to
be involved and students’ benefit of policy scales were predictors for the belief that IHEs
should notify parents for alcohol violations and the belief that the respondent’s own IHE
should have a parental notification policy.
The data indicated that theories of policy formation or legal relationships between
colleges and students do not completely explain the development of parental notification
policies. Each can add some to the understanding of these policies, but the perspectives of
parents and students must also be explored.

xvi
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Introduction

In 1998, Congress amended the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act
(FERPA) which was part of the Reauthorization of the Higher Education Acts o f 1974.
Through this statute Congress gave colleges and universities the legal ability to notify
parents of college students when their son or daughter violated an alcohol or drug policy.
Parental notification is a permissive statute. It does not make parental notification
mandatory for institutions of higher education (IHEs). College and university
administrators, policy makers, parents, and students have engaged in many conversations
regarding these policies and covering a variety of issues. These issues include:
• What purposes does such a policy serve?
• Why would colleges and universities choose to notify parents?
• Why would parents want to know?
• Is this policy an invasion of students’ privacy?
Each of these questions is relevant to the issue of a parental notification policy. This
study is an exploration of institutional attitudes and institutional characteristics which
may influence decisions to adopt a policy or practice regarding parental notification
policies.

1
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Alcohol Use on College Campuses
Overview

As many know, alcohol use constitutes a large problem in today’s society.
Excessive use can lead to health problems and negative consequences such as vandalism
and violence. Campuses are not immune to these issues (Core Institute, 2001, Higher
Education Center, 2002; Keeling, 2002; Office of Applied Studies, 2003; Task Force of
the National Advisory Council on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism, 2002; Perkins, 2002a;
Wechsler et al, 2002; Watts, 2003). For example, the National Study on Drug Use and
Health states that 25% of college students abuse alcohol or are alcoholics (Office of
Applied Studies, Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration, 2003,
p.2).
According to the highly publicized report by the Task Force of the National
Advisory Council on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism entitled “A Call to Action:
Changing the Culture of Drinking at U.S. Colleges” (2002), four in five college students
consume alcohol and about half engage in heavy episodic drinking (p. 5). Heavy episodic
drinking is also called “binge drinking,” which is defined as the consumption of five
drinks in one sitting for men or four drinks in a sitting for women. The effectiveness of
using this definition to characterize alcohol abuse has been debated because it does not
account for time span of alcohol consumption, body weight, and other factors that can
influence the effects of alcohol consumption. Because of these limitations some
professionals use binge drinking to describe drinking behavior and others do not. Its use
can even lead to death in some instances. Universities such as Louisiana State University,
the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, the University of Iowa (Higher Education

2
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Center, 2002, p. 1; Palmer, et al., 2001, p. 373) and the University o f New Hampshire
have experienced this tragedy.
Whatever terminology is used, there seems to be general agreement that alcohol
use can impede a student’s ability to be successful in college. Students’ ability to succeed
in college is jeopardized when they choose to engage in high-risk alcohol. When time
that could be spent studying, attending class, working on a project, or preparing for a test
is diverted to partying, missing class, or skipping assignments, the student’s educational
experience is impacted (Core Institute, 2001; Higher Education Center, 2002; Keeling,
2002; Office of Applied Studies, 2003; Task Force of the National Advisory Council on
Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism, 2002; Wechsler, et al, 2002).
In addition to consequences for the user, alcohol use also has secondary effects
that impinge on bystanders and the community. Damage, noise, sexual assault and other
violence are examples of these secondary effects of alcohol use (Core, 2001; Perkins,
2002a; Office of Applied Studies, 2003; Task Force of the National Advisory Council on
Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism, 2002; Wechsler, 2002). As a result of these primary and
secondary consequences IHEs have engaged in a wide range of efforts to reduce alcohol
use.
Prevention, Intervention, and Treatment

Administrators have long realized that there is no one solution to the reduction of
alcohol use and the related negative consequences. Thus, campus officials have employed
a variety of methods are used to address the problem including counseling/support,
education, and environmental management (DeJong et al, 1998). Their methods are
described in this section.

3
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Counseling and support services are individualized interventions and personal in
nature. Counselors often employ a harm reduction model, utilizing motivational methods
to help students choose goals and make incremental realistic changes over time. These
professionals attempt to encourage high-risk alcohol users to engage in low-risk use or
even abstinence. Often, high-risk use is addressed as a medical disease that needs
treatment. Support groups such as Alcoholics Anonymous are included in this method.
While counseling and support have contributed to some reduction in alcohol problems on
college campuses, additional methods need to be adapted in order to achieve significant
reduction.
Educational strategies are based on the assumption that when students understand
the consequences they will choose not to engage in high-risk alcohol use (DeJong et al
1998, p. 3). The approach includes educating students about the physiological, emotional,
and mental effects of alcohol in addition to the various negative consequences associated
with high-risk use. Education occurs passively through brochures, newsletters, and flyers.
Active approaches such as presentations, discussions, interactive websites, awareness
weeks, orientation sessions and peer education programs are also utilized (DeJong et al,
1998, p. 3). As with counseling and support, this method has been helpful in reducing
high-risk use but has not been a comprehensive solution (DeJong et al, 1998, p. 3).
The third method is environmental management. This approach seeks to control
the environment to influence individuals’ high-risk use, often through policies.
“Environmental management means moving beyond general awareness and other
education programs to identify and change those factors in the physical, social, legal, and
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economic environment that promote or abet alcohol and other drug problems” (DeJong et
al, 1998, Preface).
The social norms approach, a highly publicized tactic that has evolved in the last
7-10 years, is also considered environmental management. The underlying assumption of
the social norms approach is that students want to be accepted and be similar to their
peers (Perkins, 2002). Thus, they will use alcohol in ways that they perceive as normal.
Unfortunately, what students perceive as “normal” is very often inaccurate (Berkowitz,
2003; Haines, 1996; Perkins, 2002b; Perkins and Craig, 2002). In fact, college students
highly overestimate alcohol use by others and, as a result, consume alcohol at an
exaggerated level (Perkins and Craig, 2002). For the social norms approach, college
administrators and educators give students accurate information regarding alcohol use by
the majority o f the campus so that students will not base their own use on some
misperceived level of usage by others (Berkowitz, 2003; Haines, 1996; Perkins 2002b;
Perkins and Craig, 2002). Environmental management also includes bolstering the
amount of alcohol-free alternatives to parties so that students have social options.
Another key piece to environmental management is the use of policy to control
alcohol use (DeJong et al, 2002). The change in legal drinking age to 21 for all states and
more strict legal penalties for drunken driving offenses are examples of the use of policy
within the environmental management approach (DeJong et al, 2002, p. 8). These policies
also seek to restrict the ability for underage students to access alcohol, stiffen
consequences for use or possession, and seek to sanction those 21 or older that contribute
to underage use and possession.
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Parental notification is another way to use policy within the environmental
management approach. But parental notification is also a systems approach to the
problem of addressing high-risk alcohol use. A systems approach views the issue as a set
of interrelated issues. Notifying parents when students are involved in alcohol violations
is a practice that can cut across all three methods. One may view parental notification as
an opportunity for parents to discuss the effects of drug and alcohol use with their
students. Parental notification can serve a counseling/support and educational role if
parents talk about the issue with their son/daughter after parents have been notified of the
violation. This discussion can also happen before a violation occurs as both parents and
students would be aware of the policy at the beginning of a school year. Used in this
manner, parental notification is an educational intervention. Finally, if one views parental
notification as an option that leads to punishment by parents, the policy could be viewed
as an environmental management tool.
Parental Notification Policy and the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act
(FERPA)

In 1974, Senator James Buckley of New York, with the support of Senator
Claiborne Pell from Rhode Island, proposed a bill to Congress as an amendment to the
1974 Higher Education Reauthorization Act (HERA). Legislated in 1965, the Higher
Education Act outlined the details for financial aid for higher education. The 1974
amendment centered on the right to view “education records.” Essentially, the Buckley
Amendment, also known more formally as the Family Educational Right and Privacy Act
(FERPA), was an amendment to HERA that sought to give parents access to their child’s
education records. The definition of education records was later clarified to include
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anything in which the student’s name was present. This definition of education records
applied to students’ disciplinary records. Because the original amendment was not clear
as to whom could gain access to student records and in what circumstances, much debate
ensued. Today, except in 15 instances1, consent is needed from parents, whose son or

1 (1) No funds shall be made available under any applicable program to any educational agency or
institution which has a policy or practice o f permitting the release o f education records (or personally
identifiable information contained therein other than directory information, as defined in paragraph (5) of
subsection (a) o f this section) o f students without the written consent o f their parents to any individual,
agency, or organization, other than to the follow ing(A) other school officials, including teachers within the educational institution or local educational agency,
who have been determined by such agency or institution to have legitimate educational interests, including
the educational interests o f the child for whom consent would otherwise be required;
(B) officials o f other schools or school systems in which the student seeks or intends to enroll, upon
condition that the student's parents be notified o f the transfer, receive a copy o f the record if desired, and
have an opportunity for a hearing to challenge the content o f the record;
(C) (i) authorized representatives o f (I) the Comptroller General o f the United States, (II) the Secretary, or
(III) State educational authorities, under the conditions set forth in paragraph (3), or (ii) authorized
representatives o f the Attorney General for law enforcement purposes under the same conditions as apply
to the Secretary under paragraph (3);
(D) in connection with a student's application for, or receipt of, financial aid;
(E) State and local officials or authorities to whom such information is specifically allowed to be reported
or disclosed pursuant to State statute adopted(i) before November 19, 1974, if the allowed reporting or disclosure concerns the juvenile justice system
and such system's ability to effectively serve the student whose records are released, or
(ii) after November 19, 1974, if—
(I) the allowed reporting or disclosure concerns the juvenile justice system and such system’s ability to
effectively serve, prior to adjudication, the student whose records are released; and
(II) the officials and authorities to whom such information is disclosed certify in writing to the educational
agency or institution that the information will not be disclosed to any other party except as provided under
State law without the prior written consent o f the parent o f the student.
(F) organizations conducting studies for, or on behalf of, educational agencies or institutions for the
purpose o f developing, validating, or administering predictive tests, administering student aid programs,
and improving instruction, if such studies are conducted in such a manner as will not permit the personal
identification o f students and their parents by persons other than representatives o f such organizations and
such information will be destroyed when no longer needed for the purpose for which it is conducted;
(G) accrediting organizations in order to carry out their accrediting functions;
(H) parents o f a dependent student o f such parents, as defined in section 152 o f Title 26;
(I) subject to regulations o f the Secretary, in connection with an emergency, appropriate persons if the
knowledge o f such information is necessary to protect the health or safety o f the student or other persons;
and
(J)(i) the entity or persons designated in a Federal grand jury subpoena, in which case the court shall order,
for good cause shown, the educational agency or institution (and any officer, director, employee, agent, or
attorney for such agency or institution) on which the subpoena is served, to not disclose to any person the
existence or contents o f the subpoena or any information furnished to the grand jury in response to the
subpoena; and
(ii) the entity or persons designated in any other subpoena issued for a law enforcement purpose, in which
case the court or other issuing agency may order, for good cause shown, the educational agency or
institution (and any officer, director, employee, agent, or attorney for such agency or institution) on which
the subpoena is served, to not disclose to any person the existence or contents o f the subpoena or any
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daughter is under the age of 18, for someone to view their student’s education record.
This right to give consent is transferred to the student when s/he turns 18 or begins
attending an institution of higher education (United States Department of Education,
2002, April 12).
Prior to 1998, parents were allowed to view the education records of their student,
even if s/he was over 18 or attending college. This was possible through a clause in
FERPA that allowed such access if the child was considered a financial dependent
according to the Internal Revenue Service (Reisberg, 2001). The policy was permissive in
that IHEs were not requirement to provide parents this access, but they could notify
parents if they chose to do so.
In 1998, when the Higher Education Reauthorization Act was designated for re
approval, an amendment was proposed and passed that provided parents more access to
their children’s education records. Section 952 of the Higher Education Reauthorization
Act of 1998 (HERA) (P.L. 105-244; 34 CFR 99.31(15)(A)(B)) states:
Nothing in this Act or the Higher Education Act of 1965 shall be construed to
prohibit an institution of higher education from disclosing, to a parent or guardian
of a student, information regarding any violation of any Federal, State, or local
law, or of any rule or policy of this institution, governing the use or possession of
alcohol or a controlled substance, regardless of whether that information is
contained in the student education records, if a) the student is under the age of 21; and
b) the institution determines that the student has committed a disciplinary
violation with respect to such use or possession
Thus parents could be notified if their son or daughter was involved in a violation of an
alcohol or drug policy. IHEs were given the permission but not required to notify parents
in this instance.

information furnished in response to the subpoena. (20 U.S.C.A § 1232)
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Soon after the 1998 amendment passed, two issues emerged that needed to be
clarified. First it was unclear whether financial dependency needed to be established as
part of the 1998 amendment regarding notification. As stated earlier, there are 15
instances in which permission for disclosure of education records is not needed by the
student. Exception number eight is “The disclosure is to parents, as defined in §99.3, of a
dependent student, as defined in section 152 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986” (20
U.S.C.A §1232g(b)(H); 34 CFR 99.31(8)).
However, it is important to remember that FERPA is a permissive statute. The
law does not specify in which cases notification must occur, the institution determines
this. The law specifies “exceptions” to student permission for disclosure. Any other
parameters for such notification are also set by the institution.
In addition, there was also some confusion regarding what “determination of the
violation” really meant. In 2000, the Department of Education clarified the intent of the
1998 amendment by stating “campus officials may notify parents whenever they
determine that a disciplinary violation has occurred, and that those determinations can be
made without conducting a formal disciplinary proceeding or hearing” (Zweig and
Thompson, 2001). In other words, hearings do not have to be conducted and a
determination of responsibility made in order to notify parents. Merely having a charge
for an alcohol violation can be a precipitator for parental notification.
The 1998 amendment and the clarification that followed became the legal
foundation for parental notification policies for alcohol violations at EHEs across the
country. IHEs were given the permission by Congress to notify parents but they were not
required to do so and parents could not demand notification. The IHE had the latitude to
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develop the parameters o f its own notification policy if it chose to notify parents for
alcohol policy violations.
Assumptions

In the process of developing a research study, it is important for the researcher to
state her/his assumptions regarding the topic as well as the assumptions regarding the
research paradigm. Through this process, the researcher can acknowledge her/his
subjectivity and thus become more aware of biases so as to address those. This not only
helps the researcher become more conscious of assumptions that can affect any aspect of
the study but also allows the readers into the mind of researcher beyond the research
questions and the conceptual framework. Additionally, stating assumptions provides the
reader with a mental context to better understand the researcher and the study.
Assumptions Regarding Parental Notification

1. High-risk alcohol use, as defined later in this chapter, is a problem for college
campuses.
2. High-risk alcohol use on college campuses is a public policy/health problem, not
merely an individual or college problem.
3. All IHEs believe they should address the use of alcohol on their campus.
4. Schools that have adopted a parental notification policy have not based their
decision on a thoughtful rationale.
5. If notified of a violation, parents will discuss the violation with their son or
daughter in a way that leads to a change in student’s behavior.
6. Parental notification is the result of a change in socio-economic structure and
parental roles of the family.
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7. Parental notification is not necessarily a return to in loco parentis.
8. Parental notification can be viewed as a possible deterrent for students’ use of
alcohol because of the notification itself and one’s parents would find out.
9. While parental notification may be viewed as a deterrent, it is not effective in
deterring alcohol use.
10. Parental notification can be viewed as a way to reduce liability for injuries
resulting from alcohol.
11. Parental notification policies are more about public relations and pandering to the
demands of parents to know what their child is doing than about reducing alcohol
use.
12. Residential students are proportionally more affected by this policy than students
living off-campus because most violations are witnessed and reported by hall
staff.
13. College students are adults and should be treated as such - thus parental
notification is not appropriate.
14. Institutions differ from one another in their rationales for deciding whether to
adopt parental notification policy or practice.
Assumptions Reeardine Quantitative Methodology

1. There is an objective reality that can be measured and thus known.
2. Reality can be generalizable.

3. Quantitative methodology can be used to infer relationships.

11
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Purpose

This purpose of this research was to examine the relationships between
institutional characteristics and attitudes regarding students, parents, and responsibilities
of IHEs to notify parents when their son or daughter violated an alcohol policy and the
existence of such policies or practices on campus.
Justification for the Study

Palmer et al (2003) reported that 46% of IHEs surveyed had a formal parental
notification policy. O f those without a policy, 30% notified parents in practice (Palmer, et
al., 2003). Although many IHEs notify parents as a matter of policy or practice but little
scholarly research has been completed regarding the topic of parental notification. The
scant research that has been performed has been descriptive in nature introducing the
basic tenets of the issue. Although past studies have been national in scope, they have
utilized samples from national professional organizations in the field of student affairs.
While these are easily accessible groups, these samples may skew the results as IHEs
self-select into these organizations. As a result, previous samples may not be
representative of IHEs nationally.
Published research on this topic has described information regarding institutions
that have parental notification policies, examined some reasons why institutions do not
have a policy, and investigated anecdotal evidence of the effectiveness of existing
policies. Two unpublished dissertations also explored parental notification for alcohol
offenses. To date, no studies known to this researcher have performed an analysis
examining the rationale supporting such policies or attitudinal and structural
characteristics of the institution that may influence IHEs to adopt or not adopt a parental
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notification policy. This study will serve to build on the important foundation that has
been laid in regard to parental notification policy and explore possible attitudinal,
theoretical, or structural reasons for the adoption or non-adoption of such a policy. This
study connects parental notification policies to an underlying theory in an attempt to
better understand them.
Research Questions

These research questions served as a guide for data collection, analysis, and
interpretation.
1. Do student affairs practitioners distinguish among three conceptual lenses
(individual student interests, parental interests, and administrative responsibilities)
when considering a parental notification policy?
2. Is there an association between respondents’ attitude variables, personal and
institutional demographic variables, and the adoption or non-adoption of a
parental notification policy?
3. Is there a theory of policy formation that can be used to explain the adoption or
non-adoption of a parental notification policy?
4. Is there an association between attitude variables, personal and institutional
demographic variables, and the belief that colleges should have parental
notification policies?
Definitions

Every study has definitions that need to be clarified so that the researcher and the
reader have a common understanding. Key terms are described below.
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Alcohol Violations

This term is the basic component in parental notification policies. An alcohol
violation is a violation o f an IHE policy or an alcohol-related ordinance or law. Excluded
from this definition is a violation of policy, ordinance, or law that may have been
influenced by alcohol use. Thus, vandalism that has occurred because the student was
drunk would not be considered an alcohol violation unless the student was charged with
alcohol use in addition to vandalism.
Carnegie Classification

Lee Shulman, President of the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of
Teaching and Learning best defines this term:
The Carnegie Classification of Institutions of Higher Education is the framework
in which institutional diversity in United States higher education is commonly
described. .. .[It] was designed to support research in higher education by
identifying categories of colleges and universities that would be "homogeneous
with respect to the functions of the institutions and characteristics of students and
faculty members." (2000, paragraph 5)
The focus of this classification system is the function of the specific institution. This is an
important distinction in understanding parental notification, as the existence of a
notification policy could be related to the institution’s function.
Geographic Region of Country

Geographic area of the country for the IHE was operationalized by using the
geographic grouping by state used by the Core Institute (1996) for its alcohol studies. The
northeast included Maine, Vermont, New Hampshire, Massachusetts, New York,
Pennsylvania, Connecticut, New Jersey, Rhode Island, and Delaware. The north central
region included Ohio, Indiana, Michigan, Illinois, Wisconsin, Minnesota, North Dakota,
South Dakota, Nebraska, Iowa, Kansas, and Missouri. The south region comprised
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Maryland, Washington DC, Virginia, West Virginia, Kentucky, Tennessee, North
Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, Florida, Louisiana, Alabama, Arkansas, Mississippi,
Oklahoma, and Texas. Finally, the west region included New Mexico, Colorado,
Wyoming, Montana, Idaho, Utah, Nevada, Arizona, California, Oregon, Washington,
Hawaii, and Alaska.
High-risk Alcohol Use

High-risk alcohol use was the term used in this research project to characterize the
behavior that parental notification policies are targeted to stop. High-risk alcohol use is
the accepted term used in the field of college health because it is the most accurate. Highrisk alcohol use is use that leads to negative consequences such as violations of alcohol
policy or laws, alcohol poisoning, poor decision-making, hangovers, performing poorly
on tests, memory loss, etc. Thus, any use that leads to a violation of policy or laws can be
considered high-risk use.
Institution of Higher Education (IHE)

This study focused on parental notification policies at IHEs that confer a
baccalaureate degree. Parental notification policies are generally geared toward
traditional-aged college students. While the 1998 amendment provided for parent
notification for any student under 21, alcohol policy violations, are not necessarily
common among institutions conferring only associate degrees or certificate programs, or
at specialized schools (including graduate only and professional schools). Tribal colleges
were not included in this study because they are solely tribally controlled and may not be
subject to the clause in FERPA regarding parental notification. As a result, schools that
confer a baccalaureate degree were included in the target population and sample.
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While town municipalities may notify parents for underage students’ violation of
alcohol ordinances or laws, town municipality policies were not part of this study.
Parental Notification Policy

This term encompasses a diversity of circumstances in which an institution
contacts parents of college students. The Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act,
while protecting college students’ educational records from parents, contains a clause that
allows but does not require IHEs to notify parents in the event of an alcohol or drug
violation. This act also allows for the breach of privacy and notification of parents in
other specific circumstances. These include situations in which the student’s health is in
serious danger, which may or may not be a result of alcohol or drug use, or if the student
is a threat to others. This study only focused on notification for alcohol violations as that
it is the primary concern of most IHEs.
Students

In this study, the term “students” was defined as individuals under the age of 21
who were enrolled at an institution of higher education. The particular focus was students
under the age of 21 as FERPA allows for notification for an alcohol violation for students
under the age of 21.
Institutional Structural/Demographic Variables

For this study, structural variables were variables that described specific
demographics of the institution. These demographic variables describe the structure of
the institution. These variables included institutional function as defined through
Carnegie classification, public/private affiliation, religious/non-religious affiliation,
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geographic location by region, degree of urbanization, total enrollment (expressed as
FTE), and the proportion of students living on campus.
Limitations

No research study can be definitive. Each has its set of limitations that must be
understood in order to interpret the data as accurately as possible. Described below are
the known limitations o f this study.
Diversity of Parental Notification Policies

The primary research questions revolved around the issue of factors influencing
the adoption or non-adoption of a parental notification policy. Much of the analysis of
these questions was based on a categorical variable “has policy/doesn’t have policy.”
There are nuances to this response option such as “doesn’t have policy, but has practice”
and “is actively considering policy.” These responses do not accurately portray the
structure of the policy at an institution. Do some schools notify all parents? Do some only
notify parents if it is a “serious violation” however that may be defined? Is the
notification left to the discretion of a university official? Such differences in the language
o f parental notification polices were not identified in this study. Thus interpretations and
conclusions must tempered by the fact that the language of parental notification policies
can vary widely among institutions.
Carnegie Classification

Carnegie classification as a variable was another limitation of this study.
According to the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching (2000) technical
notes, there are a few shortcomings in this system. The first is that the classifications
made in 2000 were based on information gathered from the years 1995-1996 and 1997-
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1998. This only provides a snapshot of any institution’s function and cannot capture any
functional trend.
This classification system places institutions in discrete categories. Institutions
that ride the border between the descriptors of two categories are forced into one group
by the classification system. It is also difficult for this system to accurately depict the
institution that has multiple campuses, with each campus serving a different educational
function. Finally, there is not a way to characterize a student body in this classification
system. An institution that has a largely residential student population is very different
from an IHE that is largely a commuter campus. Unfortunately, this distinction cannot be
made by reviewing institutions’ Carnegie classification.
Sample Size

A sample size of 319 could be a limitation since it may not be large enough to
detect statistically significant differences. The issue of representativeness relates to the
composition o f the respondents rather than the number of respondents. Chapter three
addresses this issue.
Respondent’s View

The instrument investigates many attitudes concerning parental notification. The
unit of analysis is the institution, not the individual respondent. A challenge was to
determine if the response was based on the respondent’s attitudes or the espoused
attitudes of the institution. Therefore, inferences made regarding institutional policies
from individual responses should be made with caution. This limitation must be
acknowledged when interpreting the results.
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High-risk Alcohol Use

As mentioned in the definitions section, this term can be defined many ways. As a
result, the respondents may conceptualize it differently as well. While the term was
defined in the introduction of the survey instrument, respondents may still have
conceptualized high-risk drinking in their own terms.
Policy Enforcement on Campus

Parental notification policies may be applied disproportionately more often to oncampus students than off-campus students because there are more staff members oncampus to witness and enforce policies. As such, all students at an institution may not be
equally subject to its policies. There are likely security, campus police, and town police
forces that enforce ordinances and laws off campus that are also subject to an institution’s
parental notification policy. However, these forces generally do not have the same
number of staff to enforce these laws as residential university staff do. Also, local police
forces may not necessarily participate in parental notification. This issue can skew the
results and/or the interpretation of those results.
Summary

This chapter has begun to lay the foundation for this study by way of framing the
problem and research questions, defining the terms, and describing the limitations. The
next chapter will continue to build on this foundation by discussing the theoretical
perspectives for this problem through relevant and related literature.
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction

The development of parental notification policies and practices is an incredibly
complex issue. Several theories including policy formation theories and legal theories
regarding the relationship between institutions of higher education and students can be
used to understand parental notification. In this chapter two models of policy formation
are summarized as well as theories of the relationship between colleges and students.
These theories may help explain the complexity of the parental notification issue but may
miss important aspects. While the relationship between colleges and students may inform
policy, the view of parents and students themselves may also play a role in the
development o f parental notification practice and policy. To illuminate the parental
notification issue by adding more substance to the policy formation and relationship
theories the student and parent perspectives were explored.
Individual Lens: Students and Policy

Parental notification policy can be viewed through an individual perspective. This
view centers on how the individual may be affected by a policy.
Students’ View

As would be expected, students seem to disagree with parental notification
policies (Education Act is Misdirected, 1998; Resolution Concerning a UM System
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Parental Notification Policy, 2001; Resolution on Parental Notification Policy, 2001;
Undergraduate Assembly Resolution on Parental Notification, 1999).
One of the most often stated sentiments by students is that parental notification is
an invasion of their privacy. This argument is explained by Jim Mitchell, director of
Student Health Service at Montana State University on the Bozeman campus: “I oppose
parental notification for a number of reasons. The principal reason is that it violates a
student’s right to privacy.. .Can we assume that all students have a positive relationship
with their parents?” (Mitchell, 2001, p. B4). Do students truly feel that parental
notification is an invasion of their privacy, which is a valid concern? Or is this privacy
claim simply a ploy to counter a parental notification policy? Some would say that
students are adults and should be entitled to all of the rights, and subsequent
responsibilities, of adults. Many others could argue that traditional-aged college students
live in an amorphous developmental and political state between adulthood and
adolescence. At 18, students can vote and can die for their country, but they are
prohibited from drinking alcohol until they are 21. This demonstrates that society may
have double standards for traditional-aged college students. Are students hiding behind a
veil of adult rights so that they may engage in illegal behavior?
Why Students Violate Policy

Why do students choose not to violate an IHE’s alcohol or drug policy? Is it because
he/she fears repercussions from her/his parents? Faith Leonard, Dean of Students at
American University, believes so. “Notifying parents is a very powerful penalty for them
[students]” (Salmon, 2000). Although they disagreed with the policy, the student
newspaper staff at Calvin College in Michigan agreed with this reaction in a September
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15, 2000 editorial entitled “Parental notification: misplaced caring.” The editorial states,
“Parents provide an additional measure of accountability, and most students fear their
parents more than some administrator who is easily blown off after a disciplinary session.
Parental disappointment tends to be more of a deterrent to this type of activity than
official college disappointment” (Parental Notification: Misplaced Caring, paragraph 2).
Alexander Zaki disagrees. “The parental notification policy doesn’t curb drinking. It just
makes you more cautious. Drinking is a way of life” (Reisberg, 2001, p. A34). The
editorial staff at Stanford University’s student paper supports Alexander’s statements.
“The threat of having one’s parents briefed on weekend activities is a weak deterrent to
drinking” (Education Act Misdirected, 1998, second paragraph). These statements
demonstrate that there is not a clear consensus regarding parental notification serving as a
viable deterrent. So, does a student choose not to violate an alcohol policy because the
student fears repercussions from the IHE? Does the student choose not to violate an
alcohol policy because the policy itself or notification prompted parents to talk with the
student regarding the role of alcohol in her life? Do policies and consequences really
make a difference in students’ choices? These are some of the questions raised when
viewing parental notification from an individual lens. This study examined what elements
of the student perspective influenced parental notification policies and practices.
Parents Lens: The Role of Parents in Students’ Lives

Parents are major stakeholders in this policy. They are seen by many administrators
as partners in addressing the issue of high-risk alcohol use. Are there perspectives
considered when developing parental notification policies and practices?
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Parents’ View

As with students, parents’ views comprise an important perspective in
understanding parental notification policies. An argument supported by many parents in
regard to parental notification is that they want to be involved in the lives of their
students and help them through this transitional time in college. Security on Campus,
Inc., founded by Jeff Levy, whose son Jonathan was a college student killed in an
alcohol-related car accident, believes that being involved is a parent’s right. Levy states,
“Federal law recognizes parents’ rights to be notified if their child is involved in risky or
illegal behavior such as underage drinking, public drunkenness, drugs or criminal
activity” (Security on Campus, Parental Notification Information Brochure, 6th
paragraph). This sentiment is echoed by Mark Early, former Virginia Attorney General
who affirms, “Parents do not relinquish their rights or responsibilities when their children
leave for college” (Reisberg, 1998, p. A39). Getting notified by IHEs when their
son/daughter has violated an EHE's alcohol policy is a way parents can try to help. But
what does this involvement signal? Do parents want to help simply because they feel like
they have parental responsibilities regardless of their child’s age? Or are parents’ needs
for involvement a push for in loco parentis in IHEs?
Ted Kirkpatrick believes that this underlying assumption that parents have a right
to know is rooted in the economic and social shift in society that occurred with the baby
boomers (personal communication, October 1, 2002). In the 1980s when the baby
boomers became adults and parents, both parents began to work outside of the home.
Many factors lead to both parents working for pay. Families were expecting a higher
standard of living. To achieve this standard of living, both adults needed to work to raise
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the family’s combined income. There was also a social shift. Women no longer saw
themselves as homemakers and stay-at-home moms. They valued careers outside o f the
home and society supported this view. As a result of this shift to both parents working,
they spent less time with their children. Young children were cared for by professionals
rather than by parents. Parents felt that they had little control over the development of
their children. This led parents to be more protective and more sheltering of their children
and in some ways more controlling than in the past. Instead of being able to “let go” of
their children when they entered college, parents continued to grasp this need to protect.
As a result, they overcompensated and became over-protective to the detriment of the
child’s psycho-social development.
Parents’ Right To Know

Parents are caretakers, and as such want to see their son or daughter succeed and
want to minimize any harm their child may experience. In order to fulfill this role,
parents may feel they need to be notified when their son or daughter violates an alcohol
policy. This necessity to be notified was supported previously by statements by Mark
Early and Jeff Levy. Ted Kirkpatrick feels that this argument for parents’ rights to know
is misplaced. He feels that the parents can still fulfill their role as parents without relying
on the IHE to notify them (personal communication, October 1, 2002). Parents should be
in ongoing proactive discussions with their son or daughter about her/his alcohol and use
rather than reactive ones that take place after a violation has occurred. Should it be the
responsibility of the IHE to facilitate this process through parental notification? Should
IHEs be a watchdog?

24

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

For some parents who financially support their son or daughter while they are in
college, the need for involvement in their child’s life may be an attempt to protect their
investment. Parents do not want their student receiving low grades, being evicted from
university housing, or even suspended because they partied too much. Others argue from
a legal perspective that if parents are paying for the college experience, they should know
when alcohol violations occur so that the student is not wasting the money partying rather
than studying. Thus, there is a financial/legal relationship between parent and child.
This study examined what elements of the parental perspective were related to
parental notification practice and policy.
Institutional Lens: The Legal Relationship Between Institutions of Higher
Education, Students, and Parents

The issue of parental notification is under girded by the relationship between the
IHE, the student, and the parent. Philosophical beliefs regarding this set of relationships
can be a strong influence dictating a policy regarding parental notification. This study
examined how the legal relationship between IHEs and students was related to the
existence of parental notification policies and practices.
Rise of In Loco Parentis

In loco parentis was the first doctrine that identified the relationship between a
college, a student, and parent. Its origins are in English common law whereby the father
delegated authority to the schoolmaster for the moral development of his child. In
essence, the schoolmaster was given the right, by the father, to punish the child. As such,
in loco parentis was a legal defined concept for moral oversight. The concept served to
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protect the teacher from tort liability for corporal punishment (Zirkel and Reichner, 1986,
p. 273).
In loco parentis was first legally established in the U.S. in 1837 in State v.
Pendergrass. The Supreme Court of North Carolina heard a case of abuse arising out of
corporal punishment of a pupil by a schoolmaster. According to the Supreme Court of
North Carolina, “The teacher is the substitute of the parent; is charged in part with the
performance o f his duties, and in exercise of these delegated duties, is invested with his
power” (State v. Pendergrass, 1837). The court in Gott v. Berea, in 1913, solidified this
doctrine when it held that the college could prohibit students from patronizing local
restaurants because authorities stood “in place of parents” in regard to the physical and
moral welfare and mental training of students (Gott v. Berea, 1913; Spaziano, 1994).
While in general, rights have corresponding obligations, there is much debate
among legal scholars whether there were duties attached to this right to punish. Hogan
and Schwartz (1987) quote Chancellor James Kent, who in 1826, stated that the rights of
parents result from their duties (p. 261). They go on to say that in loco parentis was used
first in cases “involving student discipline, then to cases involving school teacher’s tort
liability, and later on to cases involving school searches and seizures (1987, p. 262).
Szablewicz and Gibbs (1987) also argue that the in loco parentis doctrine obligated
colleges to protect children in the same way that parents were obligated to do so. Both the
authority to discipline and obligation to protect were delegated from the parent to the
college (p. 454). To support this they turn to the rationale in Gott v. Berea. Zirkel and
Reichner (1986) discuss the issue of “reasonable care.” They begin this discussion by
suggesting that reasonable care originally focused on punishment, not a general duty to
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protect. In other words if the teacher was going to punish a student they had to do so with
reasonable care. Thus, the care was in relationship to the punishment, not to “care for”
the student as others had interpreted. This reasonable care during punishment evolved
into a correlative duty of supervision (pp. 279-280). Both Thomas (1991) and Edwards
(1994) also echo this transformed belief that the right to discipline carried with it “duties
of parental responsibility.”
Scholars such as Bickel and Lake (1999) as well as Stamatakos (1990) argue that
there were not corresponding obligations to protect students attached to the right to
discipline under in loco parentis. Bickel and Lake support their argument by stating that
during the late 19th century and early 20th century few students sued a college for injuries
sustained and won (1999, p. 23). They also state that when students did win injury suits
against colleges, in loco parentis was not used as basis of the finding for the plaintiff (p.
22). With this reasoning, an obligation to care and protect could not have been part of in
loco parentis. Szablewicz and Gibbs (1987) posit that the lack of injury cases brought
forward and won was a result of colleges being viewed as charities which were believed
to be immune to injury claims (p. 456) and not at all related to a perceived duty to
protect.
Hogan and Schwartz (1987) state that in loco parentis came to be applied to other
legal situations. “In loco parentis had become so well-recognized and accepted theory by
the courts in discipline cases that it seemed only natural and logical to expand the
doctrine into other areas of school law, i.e., teacher tort liability and search and seizure”
(p. 263). This would suggest that the duty to protect may not have arisen from the
understanding that the teacher was like a parent and parents protect their children so there
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should logically be a duty by teachers to protect. Rather, the purpose of in loco parentis
was based in the discipline function of teachers.
Fall of In Loco Parentis

While legal scholars disagree on the issues of correlative duties with in loco
parentis, they all agree that the doctrine died in the 1960s. ha a much quoted line, Zirkel
and Reichner (1986) state that “the college context is the only one in which the in loco
parentis theory has undergone a clear rise and complete demise in our courts” (p. 282).
Edwards attributes this death, in part, to the increase in older students on campus, the
lowering of the age of majority to 18, a liberal shift in student thinking, the rise of civil
rights, and rebellion against authority (1994, p. 6). These influences are reiterated by
other scholars (Szablewicz and Gibbs, 1987; Walton, 1992). Bickel and Lake also discuss
the rise of economic rights, in addition to civil rights, as an impetus for the death of in
loco parentis (1999, p. 36). They believe that economic rights constituted the pillar of the
new relationship between student and college.
A New College-Student Relationship Emerges

As a result of the demise of in loco parentis, a new relationship developed
between the college and the student. Again, legal scholars disagree how that relationship
was defined. This relationship between student and institution can help understand how
parental notification may fit into that relationship.
The Constitutional Model. The most important legal case stimulating the end of in
loco parentis was Dixon v. Alabama State Board o f Education in 1961 (Gregory, 1985,
pp. 43-44). In this case, the U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit Court
determined that students were entitled to minimal due process rights when faced with
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disciplinary sanctions when it overturned the expulsion of six Black students for their
participation in civil rights demonstrations (.Dixon v. Alabama State Board o f Education,
1961; Bickel and Lake, 1994, p. 267). Due process rights would not be afforded to
students if IHEs were acting in place of the parents. So, IHEs must not be acting in loco
parentis. According to Walton (1992) the period of the 1960s and 1970s marked a turning
point in that the United States Constitution had been used as tool to protect college
students against institutions of higher education (p. 256).
Do these constitutional rights apply to students at all colleges? Legal scholars
such as Jackson (1991) argue that this model falls short of defining the relationship
between colleges and students because Dixon didn’t apply to private institutions. Students
at these institutions were left untouched by this ruling. Another model was needed to
more fully reflect the college-student relationship.
The Contract Model. Contract law had been used prior to the demise of in loco
parentis to define the student-college relationship (Jackson, 1991; Stamatakos, 1990).
Essentially, when a student chose to attend an institution of higher education a contract
was initiated. Theoretically, the responsibilities of both parties should be equal in the
contract. Stamatakos (1990) points out that this analogy doesn’t fit for the new
relationship because these responsibilities were not balanced. “Not all potential students
are free to attend the college of their choice, nor are students able to negotiate the terms
contained in a college bulletin” (paragraph 16).

This model is also the basis for the consumer relationship between IHEs and
students that arose in 1980s. The student expects to receive certain services from the
college in exchange for the payment of tuition and fees. This shift to a contract/consumer
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relationship mirrored occurrences in the large society (Morrill and Mount, 1986, pp. 3536). Bickel and Lake (1999, p. 36) discuss the rise of economic rights in addition to civil
rights whereas tfie rise of constitutional rights furthered the constitutional model, the rise
of economic rights furthered the contract model. Students were viewed as consumers and
as such, grounded in the contract of attendance and paying tuition and fees, were afforded
economic rights and relief when these were abridged.
The Fiduciary Model. As outlined by Stamatakos (1990), the fiduciary model is
based on trust principles and imposes upon the IHE the duty to act for the benefit of the
principal in all matters relevant to their relationship (paragraph 18). Whereas the contract
model places the balance of the power with the IHE, the fiduciary model places the
balance of power with the student. This model reduces the students’ responsibilities but
requires many responsibilities of the IHE. Courts have been hesitant to apply this model
to college and university cases. The fiduciary duty of colleges was addressed by the New
Hampshire Supreme Court in 1999 in Schneider vs. Plymouth State College. The court
found that the college had a fiduciary responsible to act on the Schneider’s disclosure that
she was sexually harassed. Schneider had disclosed to a faculty member that one of her
professors had sexually harassed her. Schneider asked that the information be kept
confidential and not told to anyone. Upon graduation, Schneider sued Plymouth State
arguing that the college should have intervened. The court agreed with Schneider and laid
the foundation for a fiduciary duty by an IHE to a student.
The Unitary Model. This model described by Stamatakos (1990) seeks to outline
the relationship between student and college as one that is guided by educational
objectives. Thus the question would be “do the actions, by the college or the student,
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injure or obstruct the educational goals of either party?” Thus the focus is on the
foundation of the relationship of the student and college.
There are three problems with this model however. This model is not effective in
resolving personal injury suits (paragraph 25). It also cannot act as a deterrent to
negligence because the focus is on the goals of the institution, not the actions per se
(paragraph 26). Finally, this is not a viable theory (paragraph 27) because courts are not
using it.
Each of these models may make sense and some have been used as a basis for
legal findings. Elements of each can be found in future descriptions of the relationship
between colleges and students. None of these models has been used to fully describe the
relationship with students.
Regeneration of in loco parentis? Many authors have suggested that during the
1980s the relationship between the college and the student has returned to one o f in loco
parentis or some form of in loco parentis (Szablewicz and Gibbs, 1987; Jackson, 1991;
Walton, 1992). Szablewicz and Gibbs (1987) suggest that the fact that courts have held
colleges responsible for injuries to students demonstrates this return to in loco parentis
and the rise in student claims propelling these cases to court expresses the desire of
students to have the colleges serve as their protector. Szablewicz and Gibbs cite Mullins
v. Pine Manor College, Peterson v. San Francisco Community College, and Whitlock v.
University o f Denver as supporting legal cases.
In Mullins v. Pine Manor College, a student was sexually assaulted on college
grounds. The Massachusetts Supreme Court found Pine Manor College negligent because
colleges do have a duty to reasonable care in protecting students from foreseeable harm.
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The California courts in Peterson v. San Francisco Community College also established a
similar duty. Peterson was sexually assaulted in the college parking lot. The courts found
San Francisco Community College liable because it had a duty to provide safe premises.
The Colorado Court of Appeals found the University of Denver had a legal duty to use
reasonable care in response to a foreseeable risk of injury to others. The case of Whitlock
v. University o f Denver involved an intoxicated student being injured on a trampoline at a
fraternity.
For Szablewicz and Gibbs, these cases support a shift in the relationship between
the student and IHE that cannot be explained by the constitutional or contract model.
Only a model based upon elements of in loco parentis, although revised from its
traditional form, can be a useful explanation.
Szablewicz and Gibbs (1987) argue that a contract model cannot describe the
relationship between IHE and student because the contract is an ineffective model
because students cannot alter the contract. They suggest that the new liability o f colleges
that began in the 1980s was a result of a change in the relationship between the student
and the IHE. They argue that there is a special relationship that gives rise to a duty of
care. As a result of this relationship colleges become responsible for the custody of their
students and become the insurers of their safety (p. 463). Thomas supported this belief
(1991, paragraph 24).
Walton (1992) further refines the Szablewicz and Gibbs argument. She agrees
with Fass (1986) that this relationship is a hybrid of in loco parentis that has foundations
in common law negligence liability (Walton, 1992, p. 256). This liability is based upon
two theories. The first is that students are invitees and as such deserve a certain amount
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of protection. This theory states that IHEs have a duty to protect students from
foreseeable risks of a third party. This would be true of any business that invited others
onto their property. It is not unique to colleges. Second, there is a duty to generally
supervise particularly in regard to extracurricular activities (p. 257). Again, the duty is to
protect from foreseeable dangers.
Jackson (1991) argues for two types of relationships between IHEs and students
based on the type of institution. IHEs are pigeon-holed into either a multiversity or a
collegiate institution. Contract and constitutional law should be used to define the
relationships between multiversities and students. As Jackson states, multiversities by
purposefully seeking university status abandoned the responsibility to act as moral
guardians of their students (paragraphs. 49-50). As such, in loco parentis is not the
appropriate analytical tool for describing the relationship.
He then continues that in loco parentis should be the doctrine used to guide the
courts for colleges that are collegiate or a “true college” as he calls it because by being a
“true college” the focus is undergraduate education. The relationship should be familial.
This analysis over generalizes the function and responsibilities of a great diversity of
IHEs in this country. It also assumes that a multiversity cannot or should not act as a
moral guardian of their students. While this may be true, the act of being a moral
guardian is likely more dependent upon the values of the individual institution rather than
the size of institution or the fact that it is not a “true college.”
Stamatakos (1990) and Bickel and Lake (1999) disagree with the Szablewicz and
Gibbs analysis. According to Stamatakos (1990) and echoed by Bickel and Lake (1999,
p. 17) the “in loco parentis doctrine has never provided the special relationship necessary
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for liability to obtain” (Stamatakos, 1990, paragraph 35). Bickel and Lake further argue
that the duty to protect students has never been legally grounded in loco parentis (1999,
p. 22). Stamatakos supports this contention by stating that institutional tort liability is
based on “traditional tort principles, not a revived and reshaped in loco parentis”
(paragraph 43). Where Walton sees duty of an IHE to protect in cases of foreseeable
danger of a third party or in extracurricular activities as a hybrid of in loco parentis,
Stamatakos views these duties as long standing tort duties. The difference is the
assumption of these duties being based on the in loco parentis doctrine versus the reality
that actual rulings do not support those assumptions. Stamatakos and Bickel and Lake
contend the latter.
Szablewicz and Gibbs (1987) and Walton (1992) also argue that the increase in
injury claims by students represents a call from students to be protected by the college.
Stamatakos (1990) believes that this is an incorrect analysis. According to him, there are
more injury claims because colleges are not insulated from such claims as in the past.
Colleges are no longer seen as charities that are immune to negligence claims that were
the fact in the past. Thus, more recent negligence claims are more viable in court than
they had been in the past.
Some authors have discussed the re-emergence of in loco parentis, but in a little
different manner. One that is not totally mired in a legal definition. This “other”
discussion focuses on student development. In this context, in loco parentis is seen as a
means to foster the development of a student as a parent would a child. The talking points
are not protection and liability, but nurturing and development. Pitts (1980) discusses the
provision of services that the institutions feels obligated to provide, not because of a legal
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push but, from a developmental ethic. Gregory and Ballou (1986) view in loco parentis in
light of both legal and developmental implications. “Institutions today cannot only be
held accountable for the actions of their students, but are also mandated to provide a full
range of services deemed essential to students’ intellectual and psychosocial maturation”
(p. 30).
None of the Above

As can be seen, many authors have described the relationship between IHE and
student as a return, in some form, to in loco parentis. Arguments have similarities and
nuances. The seminal bases for these arguments are the student injury claims and
espoused duties to protect college students. Bickel and Lake (1999) agree with other
authors regarding the evolution of the relationship between students and IHEs, to a point.
They agree with the rise and fall of the in loco parentis doctrine through the 1960s. From
there they see a different set of definitions describing the relationship between IHE and
student. They define these eras as bystander/no-duty, duty era, and facilitator.
Bvstander/no-dutv - 1970s-1980s. Bickel and Lake (1999) see the 1970s and the
1980s as a bystander era of colleges focusing on “no-duty” to students. During this time
colleges had “no- duty” to protect students and were not legally responsible for harm (p.
49). Supporting this contention are four landmark legal cases. These cases were
Bradshaw v. Rawlings (1979/1980), Baldwin v. Zoradi, (1981), Beach v. University o f
Utah (1986), and Rabel v. Illinois Wesleyan University (1987).
In Bradshaw v. Rawlings (179/1980), Bradshaw was injured as a passenger in an
automobile accident where the driver was under 21 years old and had consumed alcohol
at a sophomore picnic. The picnic was off-campus, but the faculty advisor signed the
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check that was used to purchase beer knowing that the money was being used for alcohol
(Bradshaw v. Rawlings, 1979). The lower court held the college liable for damages. The
Third Circuit Court o f Appeals reversed this finding stating that the college did not have
a duty to supervise the picnic or control Rawlings’s operation of his car. Since a duty of
care did not exist, there could be no breach of duty and consequently no negligence. The
rationale in the Bradshaw case has been widely touted as the “no-duty premise” (Bickel
and Lake, 1994, p. 278).
The Baldwin v. Zoradi case involved an injury to Baldwin who was hurt as a
result of an automobile accident involving alcohol and speeding. The court found for the
college in that there was no duty to protect students from this type of behavior. {Baldwin
v. Zoradi, 1981; Gregory, 1985, p. 49)
Beach v. University o f Utah concerned the injury of a student who had fallen from
a ledge during a college sponsored hiking trip. Beach was underage and had been
drinking. She got lost trying to find her tent and fell into a ravine and was injured. The
trip was supervised by a faculty member who also had been drinking that night. The court
found for the University of Utah stating that it did not have a duty to protect Beach.
{Beach v. University o f Utah, 1986; Bickel and Lake, 1994, p. 278). Forbes (2001)
argues that the court in Beach “reinterpreted in loco parentis to mean a college or
university’s obligation to keep students safe rather than to discipline or control them, and
it then proceeded to reject the very idea that schools owed students such a duty” (p. 13).
Rabel was a student who had been taken from her dormitory, forcefully, as a
fraternity prank. As the fraternity member was running down the street carrying her, he
dropped her causing a serious, permanent head injury. As with the other three cases, the

36

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

court found that the university had no duty to protect Rabel (Rabel v. Illinois Wesleyan
University, 1987; Bickel and Lake, p. 55).
All of these cases were predicated on the assumption that student behavior was
uncontrollable and as IHEs could not control it, they should not be responsible for it.
IHEs were bystanders to the actions of students. As a result of the rise of civil and
economic rights of the 1960s, students won the right to be viewed as adults and thus
responsible for their own behavior. IHEs were obligated to protect them.
According to Bickel and Lake (1999) during this time there were three types of
duty; no-duty, ordinary duty, or special duty when understanding the issue of duty in
higher education law (p. 68). The courts viewed IHEs as unusual and they did not have
ordinary duty to students. Without “ordinary duty,” the only types of possible duty left
for analysis were either no-duty or special duty (Bickel and Lake, 1999, p. 76). In regard
to special duty, the logic was that the only type of relationship that could be considered
“special” was a custodial relationship. The courts did not believe that IHEs were the
custodial caretakers of students (Bickel and Lake, 1999, p. 78). This custodial
relationship died with in loco parentis. Thus, a special duty did not exist. With the other
two types of duty eliminated for analysis, “no-duty” was the only type of duty left that
could be used to define the relationship between IHEs and students. So, IHEs did not
have a duty to students.
The bystander/no-duty era was a time of transition and the era of duty was
beginning to form. The cases that began to summon this shift focused on four premises.
The first premise was the duty of IHEs to protect students, particularly residential
students, from foreseeable criminal action by a third party. The IHE was a landlord with
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concomitant responsibilities as any landlord would. A second premise was the treatment
of students, and non-students, as business invitees who are fulfilling a business
relationship while on campus. Here an IHE was a business with the associated business
responsibilities. The third premise was the use of reasonable care by the IHE when
executing field trips and other extracurricular activities. The fourth and final premise was
the rare instance that a dangerous student caused a foreseeab’e risk to the general public
(Bickel and Lake, 1999, p. 91). As stated earlier, many authors viewed the legal findings
of duty by IHEs as a return to in loco parentis. When, in fact, the legal findings were
defining a new relationship between IHEs and students. A relationship based on duty not
related to in loco parentis, but in long established tort duties. While this duty arose, the
legal right to discipline, the basis of in loco parentis, was still dead (Bickel and Lake,
1999, p. 103) because duty was unrelated to in loco parentis.'
Duty Era - The End o f the Millennium. During the duty era, the courts used four
functional categories to review duty (Bickel and Lake, 1999, p. 108). As described earlier
these were 1) IHE as landowner with both landlord and business responsibilities to
protect, 2) IHE as protector of students from foreseeable dangers of third parties, 3) IHE
as supervisor of IHE sponsored events outside of class, 4) IHE as protector of public from
students who abuse alcohol. The courts did not use parental authority as the basis for any
of these duties thus providing no support for arguments that these duties represented a
return to in loco parentis. While the legal cases of duty may have looked like in loco
parentis on the surface, inspection of the legal rationales did not support this assumption.
Mullins v. Pine Manor (1983) was a key case defining IHEs duty to protect as a
landlord. In this case a student as raped by an individual who the college knew was a
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threat. The IHE did nothing to protect Mullins or even warn her of potential danger. The
court found that as a landlord, Pine Manor College had a duty to protect its tenant,
Mullins, from a danger which it was aware of. This case is important in that the duty to
protect was founded on the landlord/tenant relationship and was not related to in loco
parentis (Bickel and Lake, 1999, p. 93).
Furek vs. University o f Delaware was the crowning case solidifying the IHEs
duty to protect students from foreseeable dangers of third parties. In this case, Furek was
a fraternity pledge. During a hazing incident, Furek was doused with oven cleaner which
resulted in serious, permanent bums. The court found the University of Delaware liable
because it was aware o f hazing on campus and was not doing its duty to stop it. Thus, any
hazing incident that could cause harm was foreseeable to the university because it knew
hazing was occurring and thus obligated the university to intervene. According to Bickel
and Lake (1994, p. 286), the duty of care in Furek arises from the IHE assuming a
particular duty, addressing known hazing, rather than simply being in a relationship with
the student.
The duty to supervise students during curricular and extracurricular activities is
neither a special duty nor one that is custodial in nature between the student and
instmctor (Bickel and Lake, 1999, p. 151). Rather, “any actor - business or college - has
a duty to use reasonable care in its actions and activities” (Bickel and Lake 1999, p. 152).
In the duty era, with this premise and those mentioned earlier, Bradshaw may have been
decided differently as the IHE did not act reasonably by signing the check to provide beer
nor to stop the underage drinking it was aware of at the sophomore picnic. The ruling in
Beach may have been for the plaintiff as the case involved a university sponsored field

39

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

trip where the instructor was aware of underage alcohol consumption and did nothing to
stop it and he, himself, also engaged in it which could have altered his supervisory
abilities. The social and legal thought had changed between the bystander era to the era of
duty.
The issue of alcohol was an anomaly during the duty era. The courts handled
cases involving alcohol use with the same reasoning used during the bystander era.
Bradshaw and Beach may not have been decided any differently after all. Alcohol use
was seen as part of college and something that IHEs could not control (Bickel and Lake,
1999, p. 153). Additionally, the courts were not sympathetic to plaintiffs who injured
themselves as a result of alcohol use (Bickel and Lake, 1999, p. 154). It is one thing to be
injured by another person who was intoxicated, but it is another thing to injure oneself
while intoxicated. It could be reasoned that students are aware of the negative effects of
alcohol and should thus act accordingly. To not do so is their own fault and not the fault
of the IHE.
This “no-duty for alcohol” attitude has changed (Walton, 1991, p. 261; Thomas,
1991; Bickel and Lake, 1999, p. 156). IHEs are being held accountable for activities
where they provide the alcohol or supervise the activity. Society and IHEs are taking this
issue of alcohol more seriously. Alcohol is being viewed as a foreseeable risk that IHEs
can address (Bickel and Lake, 1999, p. 156). As Thomas alludes (1991, paragraph 45) the
federal “Drug-Free Schools and Campuses Act imposes upon institutions an obligation to
prohibit drug and alcohol use by students.” The FERPA clause allowing for parental
notification, while not an obligation, may be another indication that high-risk alcohol use
is a foreseeable danger that can be affected by involving parents.
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There are two issues that are important to understand when discussing duty. The
first is the determination that duty exists. During the bystander era the courts determined
that the there was not a duty owed by the IHE to the student. This was the basis of the
court rulings. A related issue was the breach of a duty. Of course, this requires that duty
exist in the first place. While the existence of duty is necessary for a breach of duty, it is
not sufficient for a finding of liability. During this time of transition courts were
determining that, in fact, IHEs did have a duty to students. The bases for these duties are
described above. The next issue the courts had to determine was whether or not a breach
of duty occurred. The courts have repeatedly ruled that for a breach of duty to occur, the
risk of danger must have been foreseeable. So even though IHEs have a duty to protect
their tenants, they only do so in relation to foreseeable risks. If a danger is not
foreseeable, a breach cannot occur.
IHE as Facilitator. Bickel and Lake propose a new image for the relationship
between students and IHEs they term “facilitator” (1999, pp. 192-212). This is a
relationship exemplified by shared responsibility and rights. The IHE does not make
choices for students put provides the parameters and initiates consequences when
appropriate. IHEs are not insurers of students’ security. They cannot protect against
everything and students need to take some responsibility for protecting themselves. In
this model the best approach is to do what is reasonable and be proactive using the law as
a positive tool. Can a parental notification policy been seen as a tool the facilitator IHE
would use?
Is this model possible? It is hard to determine. Today’s students are very attached
to their parents because parents are much more involved in controlling the lives of their
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students than in the past. Additionally, parents are claiming the role of consumer as they
generally are the ones paying the tuition bills (Forbes, 2001, p. 12; Sells, 2002, p. 30).
Can an IHE really facilitate the behavior of students when parents are involved to this
extent? Is the facilitator model the most appropriate model to analyze this relationship or
is the return to a contract model more effective? We are in an era of consumerism with
many students and parents claiming “I pay $12,000, $20,000, $30,000 a year for this
school and I expect...” Sells (2002) argues that the majority of current cases describes the
relationship between university and student as a business-consumer one (p. 27). She
continues that the focus is on shared rights and responsibilities as Bickel and Lake
describe, but there is no clear legal vision to replace in loco parentis (p. 27). Perhaps the
new evolved relationship is a contractual one between three parties; IHE, students, and
parents where the focus has shifted through the years.
Are these legal duties or attitudes regarding these duties related to the existence of
parental notification policies and practices? Are the duties the basis for these policies or
are they considered at all? This study examined those issues.
Parents Shifting Legal Role

The State v. Pendergrass (1837), Dixon v. Alabama State Board o f Education (1961),
and The Higher Education Reauthorization Act o f 1998 each label turning points in the
legal relationships between IHEs, students, and parents as identified below.
•

1837-1961: IHEs act in the place of parents, where the relationship was
primarily between the IHE and the parents. As such IHEs could discipline
students to facilitate the educational process.
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•

1961-1998: IHEs act without the parents, where the relationship was
primarily between students, as adults, and IHEs. The focus moved away
from discipline, although IHEs maintain authority to discipline while
maintaining basic constitutional rights for students.

•

1998-present: Relationship is still undefined. Could it be that IHEs act in
collaboration with the parents, where the relationship is between IHEs and
students and IHEs and parents?

There has been a swing in the pendulum of the relationship with parents. From the
beginning of education in the U.S. and legally defined in 1837, educational institutions
acted in the place of the parents. This was true for primary, secondary, and post
secondary institutions until 1961 with the ruling in Dixon v. ihe Alabama State Board o f
Education. This decision legally established rights for college students providing a new
course for relationships between IHEs, students, and parents. IHEs no longer acted in the
place of parents. College students were viewed as adults and were given the rights of
adults in the higher education setting. This relationship shifted with college students with
the Higher Education Reauthorization Act o f 1998. The issue of parenting once again
surfaced. However, this legal turn did not re-establish in loco parentis. IHEs were not
acting in place of the parents; they were working in collaboration with parents.
Relationship Between Legal Liability and Parent Notification Policy

An argument could be made that by instituting a parental notification policy IHEs
are attempting to reduce their liability for alcohol related injuries because they are doing
everything they can to reduce the risk. According to Naomi Schaefer in a 1999 article in
National Review, “with legal liability rising, colleges have been forced to reclaim their
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parental authority even if it flies in the face of student demands (p. 31). The current
crackdown on student freedoms is meant to protect students’ safety rather than their
moral well-being.” Sheldon Steinbach, General Counsel for the American Council on
Education, concurs. “By notifying parents, you avoid potential legal liabilities and
overcome a potential PR nightmare of the parents coming back and saying, ‘If you only
had told me things would have been better’” (Clayton, 2002, paragraph 29). IHEs could
be opening themselves up to more liability because this could be an example of IHEs
establishing a “special duty” to students in regard to alcohol and drug use. Breach of duty
could occur if an IHE has a parental notification policy and the IHE does not follow its
own policy and notify parents when and how it says it should. A breach could also occur
if the parental notification policy is circumstance dependent, and a court determines that
the policy should not depend on the circumstances. McLean argues that common law
discourages implementation of alcohol policies because it could indicate a “special duty”
thus leaving an IHE vulnerable to a lawsuit (McLean, 1987, p. 413). He goes on to say
that the “university should be reluctant to implement strict enforcement of an alcohol
policy specifically designed to identify and to punish those individuals who violate the
institution’s alcohol regulations” (McLean, 1987, p. 14). Any negligent enforcement
could be a breach o f duty.
Rationale for Behavioral Policies

What does an IHE expect a behavioral policy to do? Does the institution want to
use the policy to establish norms for behavior on its campus? Does it want to use the
policy to hold students accountable when these norms are broken so that they can leam
from their behavior? Are the policies meant to protect the community? A behavioral
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policy can serve any and all of these aforementioned purposes or it can serve some other
function. The next question to ask is “does parental notification fit with the philosophical
stance of the IHE when it comes to behavior and controlling behavior?” If the IHE wants
to establish norms in order to protect the community, then a parental notification policy
can complement this goal. Involving parents in students’ alcohol violations can possibly
help reduce negative behavior on the part of students either by scaring them into
compliance for fear of repercussions from parents or by facilitating supportive
intervention by parents with the end result being a reduction of future policy violations. If
the IHE wants to hold students accountable for their behaviors so that they can leam from
this experience, parental notification can facilitate this learning. Parents can be one more
source of education in what is appropriate behavior. In order to determine if parental
notification should be used in this manner, the reasons for the policy must be explored.
Policies in Place

The literature regarding parental notification for alcohol violations by college
students is extremely limited. There are a few newspaper articles regarding it, many of
which are in collegiate papers. There are only two published studies and two doctoral
dissertations on parental notification that this researcher is aware of. The first published
study was a national e-mail survey of senior judicial officers administered in the spring of
2000 and jointly conducted by the Association for Student Judicial Affairs’ (ASJA)
Model Policy Committee and the doctoral program in Highe. Education at Bowling

Green State University (Association of Student Judicial Affairs, 2003). The second
published article was the follow-up to that study. These studies explored the existence of
parental notification policies, how they were implemented, and their effectiveness.
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This study was ground-breaking in this area and explored many areas including
how many schools had policies, reasons for not developing such policies, describing the
circumstances when parents were notified and the methods used to notify them, the levels
of parental support for such policies, and the effects of the policies on the numbers of
alcohol violation (Palmer, et. al, 2001). In 2003 there was a follow up in 2001. The
purpose was to re-examine the parental notification two years later with a revised survey
instrument. This survey utilized an on-line survey which.was emailed to selected ASJA
members (one member per institution).
For her doctoral dissertation Watts (2003) surveyed chief student affairs
administrators at institutions that were members of the National Association of Student
Personnel Administrators (NASPA) members regarding the existence of parental
notification policies, the effect on these policies as a result of the change in FERPA, the
process of developing the parental notification process, and attitudes of chief student
affairs officers. Harrington (2002) surveyed hearing officers and students from 14 fouryear residential institutions in Georgia for his doctoral dissertation in order to examine
the deterrent effect of parental notification policies.
Existence of Parental Notification Policies

By January 2001, 44% of the respondent institutions had formal, written parental
notification policies. This was true of 46% of the respondent institutions in the 2003
study. For those institutions that did not notify parents, 26% and 30%, in the first and
second studies respectively, notified parents in practice, but had no formal policy
(Palmer, et al., 2003, p. 4). In 2001, of the institutions that did not have a policy, 44%
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were considering adopting such policies (Palmer, et al., 2001, p. 380). While in 2003, this
was true of 40% of the institutions (Palmer, et al., 2003, p. 4).
Watts (2003, p. 59) found that 69% of NASPA institutions responding to her
study had a parental notification. Fifty-six percent of the respondents developed their
policy as a response to the change in FERPA allowing for parental notification for
alcohol and drug violations (pp. 60-61). Watts concluded that this was the most important
reason for developing a parental notification policy. For the schools that did not change
their policies to include parental notification, but did consider it, the two reasons cited
most often for not having a parental notification policy were that “telling on students may
work against promoting a sense of responsibility” and “other campus programs are more
effective in reducing alcohol abuse” (Watts, 2003, p. 67).
The influence of the chief student affairs officer (CSAO) was the most influential
person in the decision to include a parental notification policy (p. 62).
How and When Parents are Notified and Parental Support for Policies

In both Palmer studies the primary mode for notification to parents was by letter.
Policies varied as to when parents were notified. In some cases notification was mandated
in all cases involving an alcohol or drug violation. For other policies, notification was left
to the discretion of a senior administrator (Palmer, et al., 2003, p. 4). While, 64% of the
policies in the first study and almost 75% in the second study allowed for notification
following the first violation, actual notifications were 34% and 35% for first and second
violations in the first study and about one quarter each for first and second violations in
the second study (Palmer, et al., 2003, p. 4). Thus, IHEs notified parents about half the
time their policies allowed them to notify.
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Watts (2003) found that mailed letters were the first mode of notification in 71%
cases while 29% of the cases involved a phone call. These contacts were most often made
by a judicial affairs officer (p. 84).
According to Palmer et al parents were reported as being supportive of the policy
in both 2001 and 2003.
Effects of Parental Notification Policies

For both studies the effect of the policy was determined by asking the respondent
the effect of the policy. In 2001, more than half indicated that the policy slightly reduced
(40%) or significantly reduced (13%) the number of alcohol violations. Based on survey
comments, many respondents believed that the greatest effect on the reduction o f repeat
violations. In 2003, 10% stated that the policy significantly reduced alcohol violations
while 25% stated they recidivism was significantly reduced (Palmer, et. al, 2003, p. 5). It
is unclear how accurate these anecdotal responses by the respondents are compared to
actual effects of parental notification policies on violations. It is also unclear, if reduction
resulted from decreased violations or decreased reported violations. Students may not
necessarily be violating alcohol policies less often; they may just be violating policies in
a way that they are not caught.
For CSAOs that were NASPA members, only 45% tracked the effectiveness of
their parental notification policies (Watts, 2003, p. 85).
Harrington (2002) found that 41% of students reported that parental notification
would not deter students from drinking. Whereas 70% of administrators thought that it
would be effective. These data would suggest inconsistency of perspectives. Harrington’s
results should be interpreted with caution given the nature of the study. He gathered
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qualitative data through telephone interviews with 14 student affairs administrators at
each of the 14 four-year residential institutions in Georgia and focus groups of students at
three of these institutions. There were 36 total participants, 22 students and 14
administrators. These views may not be generalizable to all administrators and students.
Public vs. Private Institutions

When interpreting the differences between public ana private institutions it is
important to not only understand the composition of the sample but also the
demographics of each o f these types of schools. In the 2001 Palmer study, 55% of the
sample was public but these schools had average enrollments almost four times as high as
private schools. Additionally, the proportion of students living on-campus at private
institutions was about twice as large as public institutions (Palmer, et al., 2003, p. 5).
These factors could affect the number and/or percentage of parental notifications at these
types of institutions since on-campus university staff most often reports violations.
According to the 2001 study, 32% of private institutions had parental notification policies
prior to the Higher Education Reauthorization Act of 1998. This was true of only 5% of
public institutions. Private institutions were also more likely to have policies (58%
private, 33% public) and practices without policies (20% private, 11% public) and less
likely to be either actively considering (15% private, 33% public) or not actively
considering (5% private, 24% public) adopting policies.
Watts (2003) found that 63% of the public school respondents had parental
notification policies while 75% of the private school respondents did. This is
considerably different from what Palmer et al found in their 2001 study. This could
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demonstrate the rising importance of this issue in just a two year period or differences
based on types of samples used.
Attitudes of Chief Student Affairs Officers

In addition to studying the existence of policies and how the policy was
developed, Watts (2003) explored the opinions regarding alcohol abuse and parental
notification. Those are summarized in the Tables 2.1 and 2.2. There was a discrepancy
between the perceptions of alcohol use as a problem nationally compared to the
respondent’s own campus. Almost all respondents believed that an IHE should educate
students and hold them accountable for their behavior and that lawsuits and student
deaths are concerns. CSAOs were less confident regarding the effect of parental
notification policies. While most of these respondents believed that these policies might
work, there was ambiguity as to how the policies may affect relationships with students.
Table 2.1.
Summary o f Chief Student Affairs Officers ’Attitudes Regarding Alcohol Abuse from
Watts’s Study (2003, p. 80)
Percent agree
Statement
N
Alcohol abuse is a serious national problem.
224
97%
Alcohol abuse is a serious problem on my campus.
210
66%
It is an institution’s responsibility to educate the student about the
225
97%
effects o f alcohol abuse.
It is the student’s responsibility to control his/her own use of
224
97%
alcohol.
It is the institution’s responsibility to hold the student accountable
95%
223
for his/her misuse and abuse of alcohol
95%
The possibility of death or serious injury at my campus as a result
225
of alcohol abuse is a concern of this institution.
The possibility of a lawsuit affecting my campus as a result of
225
95%
alcohol abuse is a concern of this institution.
64%
It is the institution’s responsibility to monitor a student’s use of
225
alcohol on its campus regardless of his/her age.
The data suggest that parental notification may help IHEs deal with the alcohol issue, but
may not negatively affect the relationships between students and IHEs and students and
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parents. Attitudes in Tables 2.1 and 2.2 may be related to the existence of parental
notification policies and practices.
Table 2.2.
Summary o f Chief Student Affairs Officers ’Attitudes Regarding Parental Notification
from Watts’s Study (2003, p. 81)
Parental Notification...
Percent agree
N
225
85%
.. .might effectively reduce the number of repeat alcohol policy
offenders
.. .may enable the college to more effectively control the misuse of
225
81%
alcohol by college students
.. .may deter student’s use and/or abuse of alcohol given his/her
225
76%
fear or concern that mom and dad will be notified
224
75%
.. .should be included in a school’s alcohol and drug policy
222
68%
.. .should be applied on a situational basis
225
56%
.. .may jeopardize student’s privacy
225
48%
.. .may jeopardize the relationship between the student and the
institution
225
48%
.. .may jeopardize the relationship between the parent and the
student
.. .should be implemented only after considering and ascertaining
225
41%
the opinions of campus groups
225
46%
Policies other than parental notification on my campus would be
more effective in reducing alcohol abuse.
41%
224
The possible positive effects/outcomes of parental notification
when applied outweigh the possible negative ramifications of
alcohol abuse.
Conclusion from Recent Studies

Palmer and her colleagues report in the analysis of their 2003 study that the 2003
results closely mirror the 2001 results. They conclude that parameters of parental
notification policies differ. Additionally, the presence of a policy does not necessitate
notification. Only 40% of instances in which parental notification was allowed were
parents notified (Palmer, et al., 2003).
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Policy Formation Process
The Process Outlined

In order to begin a discussion of the policy formation process, it is important to
define what is meant by “policy.” According to James Anderson (1975, p. 3) policy is “a
purposive course o f action followed by an actor or set of actors in dealing with a problem
or matter of concern.” Many authors describe the sequential steps in the policy making
process (Jones, 1970; Coomes and Hossler, 1994; Kingdon, 1995).
Anderson (1975) does an excellent job of outlining the basic steps in the process:
problem formation, formulation of alternatives, adoption of one alternative,
implementation o f that choice, and evaluation of the policy (p. 26). Problem formation
centers upon defining the problem. What is the problem and why does it get on the
agenda are the questions for this stage (p. 26). During the formational stage alternatives
for solving the problem are proposed. The adoption phase is the time that one o f the
alternative choices is selected as the solution to the particular problem. Important
questions include why this solution, why this time, and who made the selection. How the
policy is carried out is answered during the implementation phase. Finally, the
effectiveness of the policy in addressing the problem must be determined. This occurs
during the evaluation phase.
There are many models, based on the steps described by Anderson, which can be
used to analyze a public problem. Cohen, March, and Olsen (1972) propose a model
termed the “Garbage Can Model.” Their model is non-linear and non-rational. Gusfield
proposed another model based on the structure of public problems. His model is much
more linear and rational. Both are informative, but in different ways. Each model seeks to
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ask a certain set o f questions. Gusfield’s model seems easier to apply to a generic
problem that lacks specifics (i.e., the use of parental notification in general vs. the
decision to use parental notification at the University of New Hampshire). This
applicability is in large part due to the simplicity of this model compared to the Garbage
Can Model. Because o f this, it also proves more useful than the Cohen, March, and Olsen
model when trying to understand a decision making process before a decision is made.
The Garbage Can Model on the other hand is more helpful when analyzing a public
policy once the policy has been formed (in hindsight). It is a complex model taking into
account the multidimensionality of the decision making process which leads to a more
thorough analysis.
Gusfield’s Model

Elements of the Model. In The Culture o f Public Problems (1981), Joseph
Gusfield presents his model for policy analysis. His underlying assumption is that a
public problem has an identifiable structure. This structure is based on the social
construction of the problem as all public problems are socially constructed. This structure
then directs the formation of the policy. “To describe the structure of public problems is
to describe the ordered ways in which ideas and activities emerge in the public arena”
(Gusfield, 1981, p. 9).
The cornerstone in the structure of a public problem is the ownership of that
problem. The owner of a problem has the authority to define it and its parameters. “In the
arena of public opinion all groups do not have equal power, influence, and authority to
define the reality of the problem” (Gusfield, 1981, p. 10). Determining ownership is an
issue of conflict as different groups and individuals seek the power to define the problem
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and thus direct the progress of the problem. While there is a competition for ownership
others may be battling to disown the problem. They may not want to be associated with it
at all.
Another key element of Gusfield’s model is the responsibility for the public
problem. Responsibility has two components. The first is causal responsibility. This is the
fundamental explanation of events. The question being answered is “how come?”
(Gusfield, 1981, p. 13). The second component of responsibility is political
responsibility. This is who (person or office) is charged with solving the problem. The
question to be answered is “What is to be done?” While causal responsibility is a matter
of what is known about the causation, political responsibility is a matter of policy.
Ownership has an important relationship to causal political responsibility. Owners have
the power to strongly influence which explanation is accepted and who should be
responsible for solving the problem.
Ownership, causal explanation, and political responsibility mark the three
fundamental parts of the structure of public problems for Gusfield. The relationship
between these components influences the policy that is formed. There are other factors
that pressure these key ingredients of structure.
Knowledge of the problem is extremely important. It determines how the problem
is socially constructed (Gusfield, 1981, p. 15). How a problem is understood by all
participants influences which causal explanation is accepted. The accepted explanation
can then influence who is responsible for fixing the problem. If the issue of alcohol abuse
on a college campus is believed to be caused by lack of activities for students on the
weekends then the office charged with solving the problem would likely be the campus
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activities office. This office would then provide more activities. If the abuse of alcohol on
a college campus were perceived to be due to lack of education regarding the risks of
abuse, the health education office would likely be charged with solving the problem.
They would then probably begin a large-scale education campaign. This discussion could
continue with other scenarios. The point is that the accepted cause is important to the
resolution of the problem.
Since knowledge is such an important variable, the method upon which
information is gathered becomes vital as well. Questions such as what facts are collected,
who collects the facts, how the facts are collected, how the facts are processed, and how
the facts are transmitted become central to the social construction of the problem. The
answers to these questions are influenced by who has the power to answer them.
Accuracy of data is equally important. Fiction can be taken as fact if inaccurate
information is gathered and disseminated (Gusfield, 1981, p. 53).
The presentation of knowledge controls the social construction of the problem.
Gusfield defines the presentation of a public problem as a social drama (Gusfield, 1981,
p. 83). He compares this to a play. Everyone has a role and set of lines. This play dictates
how people socially construct the problem. Problem as drama is influenced by the
availability of neutralized language. For Gusfield this is impossible. All language is
attached to values that can subsequently influence how the problem is constructed.
Another element of the drama is the intention of the presenter. She may intend to present
the problem in a certain way to direct the policy formation process.
Ownership, causal explanation, and political responsibility form the structure of a
public problem. Each of these elements interacts with the others. This interaction
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determines the direction the problem takes and how it is resolved. Although Gusfield
doesn’t state it, power is a cornerstone of his model. Who has the power to claim
ownership, who has the power to control knowledge, and who has the power to direct the
drama all influence the causal and political responsibility are all important variables.
Garbage Can Model

Elements of the Model. Cohen, March, and Olsen (1972) put forth a non-linear
model, the garbage can model, which can be used to analyze public problems. This model
describes how decisions are made by organized anarchies (Cohen March, and Olsen,
1972, p. 1). They believe that universities are organized anarchies. This model is much
more complex than Gusfield’s model.
According to Cohen, March, and Olsen there are four “streams” in the decision
making process. While not completely independent from each other, each stream is
independent of the system as a whole (1972, p. 3). The four streams are problems,
solutions, participants, and choice opportunities. While the first three are selfexplanatory, choice opportunities are occasions when the organization is expected to
make a decision. These four streams co-exist in the garbage can and the unique
combination, or coupling, of streams at a particular moment in time dictates the decision
that is made by an organization. There are also other factors, internal and external to the
organization, that exist in the garbage can and influence the streams and how they may
couple.
Cohen, March, and Olsen outline a set of assumptions regarding the streams and
the limited interaction between them (1972, p. 3). First, there are a fixed number of
solutions. Each solution enters the garbage can at a particular point in time and has a
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relationship with participants. Only particular people in an organization are empowered
to make decisions or choose from the possible solutions. Second, there are a fixed
number of problems. These, too, also enter the garbage can at a certain point in time.
Additionally, there is a certain amount of energy needed to solve a problem and there is a
relationship between problems and solutions. Problems may not have access to all
possible solutions. Third, different energies are needed for the same problem at different
times. This could be a result of the number of problems present at a particular time, the
number of decisions a particular decision maker needs to make at a particular time, or the
number of solutions for a problem at any one time. Finally, each participant has a finite
amount of energy to devote to a problem.
The structure of the organization can influence the streams (Cohen, March, and
Olsen, 1972, p. 4). It can also influence when the problems, solutions, or decision-makers
enter the garbage can while influencing the allocation of resources, which can influence
possible solutions and time devoted to problem resolution. Linkages are established by
the organization among the various streams regarding how specific problems can access
solutions, how decision-makers can decide on solutions, and how much energy is devoted
to particular problems.
Values Influencing Policy Formation

Underlying all of these steps in the policy making process are sets of values.
According to Anderson (1974, pp. 15-18) there are different types of values. Political
values which revolve around interest group goals. Thus the values are held by a particular
group. Organization values are those held by a particular organization, which is not
necessarily an interest group. Another group of values is personal values. Policy values
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relate to what is believed to be in the public interest or what is morally right which goes
beyond personal values. An example is civil rights legislation. Many believe that this is in
the public good so it is a policy value (p. 16). It can also be a political value, an
organizational value, and a personal value. Ideological values are sets of related values
which guide action. Nationalism is an ideological value (p. 18). It is a set of logically
related values that guide how a nation takes action. Values influence policy.
Policy Summary

Anderson lays the groundwork for policy formation including the role that values
play. Gusfield presents a linear, rational approach in understanding how policies are
formed and Cohen et al describe a non-linear, non-rational approach. Understanding
these elements is important when trying to understand parental notification policies.
Summary

While this literature answers many questions such as the relevant issues with
parental notification policies, who have policies, what are some reasons why they do not,
and anecdotally are they effective, there are still questions that need to be answered. Left
unanswered are the underlying values and structural explanations for the differences
between schools that have policies vs. those that do not. Institutions of higher education
may consider students and parents as well as their own legal responsibilities when
developing a parental notification policy. These may fit within a greater theory to explain
the rise of parental notification policy. Bickel and Lake’s theory of the relationship
between IHEs and students may be informative as would an examination of in loco
parentis. It is possible that a theory of policy development described by Gusfield or
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Cohen et al may prove more descriptive in understanding parental notification. This
literature lays the foundation for more extensive investigation and analysis.
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CHAPTER 3

METHOD

Research Design
Description of Research Design

This quantitative study was correlational in nature and employed a survey as the
primary means of data collection. The research questions sought to describe the
theoretical perspective and institutional variables that may influence an institution of
higher education (IHE) to adopt a parental notification policy for alcohol policy
violations by college students.
Factor and reliability analyses were used to investigate whether the three lenses
identified in the literature influenced parental notification policies and practices. Based
on those findings, scales were constructed to represent those perspectives. Logistic
regression analyses were used to examine the relationship between scale and institutional
demographic variables in predicting IHEs that had parental notification policies alone or
parental notification practices or policies. Multiple linear regression analyses were used
to examine the relationship between scale variables as well as individual and institutional
demographic variables in predicting the belief that IHEs should notify parents for alcohol
violations and the belief that the respondent’s own IHE should have a parental
notification policy.
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Rationale for Design

One goal of this research was to examine the type and magnitude of the
relationship between student affairs administrator’s attitudes regarding students, parents,
and institutional responsibilities, institutional Carnegie classification, affiliation, size, and
whether or not an IHE adopted or did not adopted a parental notification policy or
practice. Another goal was to determine if there was an association between attitudes and
the belief by administrators that IHEs should have parental notification policies.
The primary goal was to examine the predictive relationship between student
affairs administrator’s attitudes regarding students, parents, and institutional
responsibilities, institutional Carnegie classification, affiliation, size, and whether or not
an IHE adopted or did not adopt a parental notification policy or practice. Correlational
studies can be used to predict an outcome (Fraenkel and Wallen, 2003, p. 340.). By
determining the existence and magnitude of a relationship between variables it is possible
to predict a particular outcome.
A cross-sectional survey was used to collect the data to examine the relationship
between the variables. Variables were measured at both the individual level by surveying
student affairs administrators and at the institutional level by collecting demographic and
policy information for each IHE. This approach allowed for an exploration of
relationships among variables and comparisons across IHEs.
Subjects

Target Population. The target population included IHEs receiving federal
financial aid enrolling students under the age of 21. The clause in the Family Educational
Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) allowing IHEs to notify parents in regard to an alcohol
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policy is only applicable to college students under 21. Also, this act only legally pertains
to IHEs that receive federal aid, either direct aid to the IHE or indirect through federal
financial aid to students attending those institutions.
The target population included only schools conferring a baccalaureate degree.
IHEs that only confer professional or graduate degrees were not included because
virtually all of the students at these institutions would be over the age of 21. Institutions
that only confer certificates or associate degrees rather than baccalaureate degrees were
also excluded from the population. Students at these institutions were not the targets of
the parental notification clause in FERPA. They are often older than 21 years of age, are
likely only attending part-time, with few, if any, residing on campus. Alcohol use is not
apt to be a pertinent issue with these institutions. Tribal colleges were also excluded, as
they are specialized institutions, not falling under the direction of this federal policy.
Accessible Population. The target population was accessible through the
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data Systems (IPEDS). IPEDS collects data from
nearly 9,900 postsecondary institutions through an extensive annual survey for the
National Center for Education Statistics. IPEDS not only is the most definitive list of
post-secondary institutions, it also has a wealth of data about each of these institutions.
The data for the institutional variables for this research was obtained from the IPEDS
information with the most current IPEDS data being for the 2000-2001 academic year.
Selection of Sample

A list of IHEs that confer an associate’s or baccalaureate degree was identified
from the IPEDS data on November 23, 2003. Originally a sample of 1000 schools
conferring associates and baccalaureate degrees was systematically selected to be
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proportionate to the target population by Carnegie classification, the primary institutional
demographic variable. The decision had not yet been made to exclude associate’s degree
level colleges.
These 1000 schools were selected from the IPEDS database using a random
numbers table. This original 1000 also inadvertently included schools that were located
outside of the United States, such as those located in Puerto Rico. Each of these colleges
outside the US was replaced by a randomly selected school within the same Carnegie
classification in the United States. The Directory of Higher Education (2004), edited by
Burke, was used to identify the chief student affairs officer (CSAO) for the sample of
1000. The CSAO person was selected because they are generally the primary policy
maker and implementer for student affairs issues. Additionally, Watts (2003) discovered
that the CSAO was the most influential individual for an institution when deciding to
include parental notification (p. 62). Some institutions could not be found in this
publication or lacked information for a chief student affairs administrator. In these cases,
the Internet was used to locate such information on the respective institution’s website. If
the institution could not be found or information on the CSAO could not be located on
the website, another school from the same Carnegie classification was randomly selected
to replace it.
When the schools that offered only an associates or specialized degree were
excluded, a sample of 419 was left. This was the sample that was used for the study.
Table 3.1 summarizes the demographics for this sample. The sample to be
surveyed was representative of the entire IPEDS population for the Carnegie
classifications designated for study.
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Table 3.1.
Frequencies o f IHEs by Carnegie Classification in Sample (N —419)
Type of institution
N
% of
% of IPEDS
sample population
Doctoral or research - extensive
43
10.3%
Doctoral or research - intensive
31
7.4%
Masters 1
144
34.4%
Masters - Comprehensive
31
7.4%
Baccalaureate - Liberal Arts
65
15.5%
Baccalaureate - General
90
21.4%
Baccalaureate - Associates
15
3.6%
Total
419
100%

10.4%
7.5%
33.9%
7.9%
15.6%
21.1%
3.5%
99.9%

Collection of Data
IPEDS Data Collection

Information for the study was collected from two data sources, the survey
instrument and institutional characteristics and enrollment figures from the Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (http://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/). IPEDS is a federal
clearinghouse for a plethora of data from colleges and universities sponsored by the
National Center on Education Statistics. Since 1992, completion of the IPEDS surveys is
a requirement for receiving federal student aid (Selingo, 2003). These surveys gather
information regarding institutional characteristics, enrollment figures, graduation and
completion rates, and faculty salaries. All of this information is public and can be
downloaded free of charge. The variables from IPEDS used in this study included
Carnegie classification, affiliation (public, private), control (religious, non-religious),
state, degree of urbanization, and full-time equivalent (to operationalize enrollment size).
The use of IPEDS to collect institutional characteristics and enrollment figures
was decided upon because it provided a few advantages to gathering these data through
the survey instrument. First, these data were collected in a consistent fashion across
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institutions. Second, gathering the information through IPEDS saved time for the
respondent. Finally, IPEDS made it possible to add institutional variables later in the
study if necessary.
There was one disadvantage to using the IPEDS database. Although data are
collected each year, it takes a couple of years to make the data public. For this study, the
IPEDS data that was used were from the 2000-2001 academic year. While institutional
characteristics likely will not have changed much between the fall of 2000 and the
summer of 2004, it is possible that the enrollment data has. Any error of this type would
be systematic, however, as the 2000 IPEDS data set was used for all IHEs.
Survey Instrument

Review of Literature. Upon reviewing the formal literature in journals, articles
included in the Chronicle of Higher Education and on various websites, as well as
opinion pieces in college student newspapers a variety of issues arose that could be
categorized into three sets of topics regarding to parental notification policies. The topics
were issues related to the individual, issues related to community (later termed parents),
and issues related to the institution, especially legal obligations. The individual issues
identified from the literature were developed into survey items. The “individual”
questions centered on the rights of students to privacy and how policy is a deterrent for
behavior. The institutional lens included questions related to legal liability for alcohol
use, the role of in loco parentis, and the relationship an institution has with parents and
students around this issue. Finally, questions in the community section included topics
such as parents’ rights to know about the behavior of their child, why they may be
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interested, and the relationship they have with their students. The entire survey is
included in the Appendix.
Jury Review. The survey questions were revised through a jury review. The
purpose of this review was twofold; to evaluate the content of the instrument and wording
of the items as well as categorize the individual items into one of the three established
categories. The instrument was examined by a select group of student affairs
administrators. While each of these individuals may not have been the chief student
affairs officer at their institution they each had a great deal of experience in the field. This
“jury” was selected because the researcher had an established relationship with them or
could obtain easy access to them. Additionally, given their position and experience, they
were knowledgeable about the topic and could give constructive feedback. Ten of the
seventeen individuals contacted provided feedback.
These individuals received a copy of the instrument and were asked to provide
constructive feedback. The jury did not receive the web survey since it was not created at
that time. They received a list of questions which was formatted to look like a “bubble
survey” so that it had the appearance of a real “paper and pencil” survey and one that
would be displayed on the web. This was important because the jury was asked to
determine how much time it took to complete the survey. The following guiding
questions were supplied to provide structure to the jury’s responses. They were adapted
from Dillman (2000, pp. 140-147).
•

How long did it take you to do the survey?

•

Have I included all of the necessary questions?

•

Should I eliminate some of the questions?
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• Will chief student affairs officers understand the words/terms used?
• Did you understand the questions? Were any confusing?
•

Do all of the questions have an answer that can be marked? Did I forget an
option?

• Is each respondent likely to read and answer each question?
• What do you think about an on-line, web-based version of this instrument?
•

How long did it take you to complete?

•

How can I ensure a high response rate?

•

Please categorize each question into one of four categories: individual student,
community, institution, or other. (They were given descriptions of each of
these categories.)

Based on the feedback from the jury, the wording for some questions was altered.
Two questions were divided into two separate questions because some jury members
believed they were too complex as single questions.
Jury members were then asked to categorize each of the questions into one of the
three categories I had designated (individual, institution, or community). If the jury
member didn’t believe the question fit into one of these categories she was instructed to
identify it as “other” and explain why. The directions for the jury which include the
definitions for the categories are included in the Appendix.
A grid was created to visualize the category each question was placed in by each
jury member. The percentage of agreement with the researcher for each category
selection was then computed for each question. In other words, if the researcher believed
that question one was a “student” question and six jurors also placed question one in the
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“student” category, the agreement for this question was 60%. If five or more of the jurors
were in agreement with the researcher for categorization of the question, the researcher
deemed that the category was an appropriate fit for that question. If less than half of the
people selected the same category as the researcher, the researcher considered changing
the category. The category was not always changed according to the jurors’ opinions. If
there was reason to choose a particular category based on the literature, although this may
be contrary to the jurors, that category was used. The researcher also kept in mind that
this was a form of defining factors and the data would be tested to confirm these factors.
As a result of this process the “individual” category was renamed “student” since this was
a more accurate description. The “community” category was renamed “parents” because
most of the questions related to the parents’ role in students’ lives and addressing the
alcohol issue. Two questions related to community were deleted from this “parents”
category since the focus became parents and not community. For the other questions on
which at least half of the jurors didn’t agree with the researcher, the rationale for the
categorization decision is listed in table 3.2.
Instrument Format. An on-line, web-based instrument was selected for this project
for a number of reasons. Web-based surveys offer many advantages to other methods of
administration including ease of administration, ease of data collection, and minimal cost.
(Dillman, 2003).
Administration and data collection is extremely easy as the surveys can be sent
with a URL link to the survey embedded in an email. With a database of email addresses,
a personalized email which includes unique information for each respondent can be sent
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Table 3.2.
Jury Categories for Survey Items and Researcher’s Decision on Final Categorization
Question

Parental notification is a
punitive approach to addressing
high-risk alcohol use on college
campuses.
Parental notification is an
educational annroach to
addressing high-risk alcohol use
on our college campuses.
Is a student is financially
dependent, parents have a right
to know if their students is
involved in an alcohol
violation.
Parental notification policies
foster a developmental
conversation between parents
and their students that would
not otherwise occur.
If the college student is under
21 years old, parents have a
right to know if their student is
involved in an alcohol
violation.
Most parents want to be
involved in their college
student’s life even when they
are in college.

Number o f
jurors
categorizing
as
“individual”

Number o f
jurors
categorizing as
“community”

Number o f
jurors
categorizing as
“institution”

Number o f
jurors
categorizing as
“other”

Community

5

0

4

1

Institution

Institution

2

4

4

0

Institution

Individual

4

2

3

1

Parents

Community

3

2

3

2

Parents

Community

3

3

3

1

Parents

The subject and action are
related to parents’ rights.

Community

5

3

1

1

Parents

The direct focus o f the
question is parents’ rights.

Categorization
o f researcher

Final
categorization
o f researcher

Reason for change

The perspective would be
from the institution rather
than the individual
student as sanctions are
given by an institution.
This is consistent with the
categorization with
parental notification being
a “punitive” approach.
The subject o f the action
is parents’ rights. The
individual student is
important, but only
indirectly
The intent o f the policy is
for parents to initiate the
conversation upon
notification. Thus the
parents are expected to
act.
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Table 3.2 continued
Jury Categories fo r Survey Items and Researcher's Decision on Final Categorization
Question

As caregivers, parents have a
right to know if their student is
involved in an alcohol
violation.
Because o f money parents
invest in their students’
college education, they want
to be involved in their college
student’s life even when their
student is in college.
If a college student is 21 years
old or older, parents have a
right to know if their student is
involved in an alcohol
violation.

Categorization
o f researcher

Community

Number o f
jurors
categorizing
as
“individual”

Number o f
jurors
categorizing as
“community”

Number o f
jurors
categorizing as
“institution”

Number of
jurors
categorizing as
“other”

2

4

2

3

2

2

Final
categorization
o f researcher

Reason for change

2

Parents

The focus is on parents
and parents’ rights.

4

1

Parents

The focus is on parents.

1

2

Parents

Parents is the focus.

Community

4
Community

to a large number of people in a matter of minutes. Batch emails are no longer the only
option. Data collection is made easy by data being directly entered into a database, or in
this case being returned to the researcher in the form of anonymous email. Since
responses is electronic, data collection and follow-up takes less time than with other
methods. Finally, the cost is reduced greatly as stamps, envelopes, and photocopying is
not required. The only cost is the development of the electronic survey and the Internet
connection.
Once the survey questions were finalized, Macromedia Dreamweaver MX 2004
was used to create a webform. This webform looked very similar to a web-to-database
webpage. The difference was on the “back end” where data was sent, in email form, to
the researcher. In a true web-to-database application, the data is entered directly into a
database either as the respondent enters it, in real time, or once the respondent “submits”
the survey. The goal was to make the webform look as close to a web-to-database
application as possible to give a professional appearance.
The survey (see Appendix) began with a brief introduction and then asked for the
respondent’s survey ID which they received in the email invitation to participate. Once
the survey ID was entered the respondents clicked a “begin survey” link. When the
respondent submitted the survey an email message was generated. The message thanked
the respondent for their time, gave contact information for the researcher and summarized
their responses. A copy of this email was sent to the respondent and the researcher.

It would have been more appropriate for the respondent to simply receive a thank you without a summary
of their responses, but the summary o f responses included in the thank you is the only way the researcher
could obtain the responses using this approach. The responses on the thank you email were formatted in
staggered way rather than being aligned to ease data entry. The researcher simply printed the email
response and hand entered the data. Less than 30 seconds were required to hand enter the 37 responses for
each survey.
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Unique Survey ID. There was a unique survey ID for each respondent/institution.
Using a unique survey ID served two purposes for this study. Using a survey ID allowed
for targeted follow-ups so that only those who had not responded would receive a
reminder contact. Second, the survey ID allowed for the connection of data from the
survey to any type of data included in the IPEDS database. The IPEDS identification
number was the number used as the survey ID.
Pilot Survey

The purpose of the pilot survey was to understand the administration process and
responses in order to fix any problems before the actual administration to the sample.
Pilot Survey Administration. From the sample of 419, 99 were randomly selected
using a random numbers table to receive a pilot survey.3 The pilot group received three
contacts all via email; the initial invitation and two follow-ups for non-respondents. The
responses were reviewed and analyzed.
Pilot Data Analysis and Changes. Frequencies were run for all items. Most items
were distributed well across the various response options. Very few clustered on only
four or three response options. Item nine, “parental notification allows IHEs to partner
with parents to address high-risk alcohol use” had 73% selecting five or six on the 6point scale with six being strongly agree. Over 78% selected either five or six on the item
“most parents want to be involved in their college students’ life, even while the student is
in college.”

3 The original intent was to send the pilot to 100 individuals, but due to the duplication o f a school (the
secretary to the CSAO wanted to be contacted so another record was added into the spreadsheet for this
IHE for the mail merge) in the pilot list, only 99 IHEs were contacted. These 99 CSAOs were not asked to
provide feedback.
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A correlation matrix was also used to review the bivariate correlations between
the items. Running an exploratory factor analysis was considered, but rejected because of
concerns regarding lack of power with only 39 responses. There were not any items that
had consistently high or consistently low correlations. A consistently high correlation
would suggest that an item was not adding anything new to the survey that was not
covered by other items. A consistently low correlation would indicate that the item was
not related to other items in the survey and thus not adding much information. Item 15,
“high risk alcohol use is a problem at our institution” had very low correlations with all
of the 25 variables. It was kept in the survey because it was anticipated that it would have
a relationship with having a policy or not. Item three, “students should be responsible to
notify their parents” was reverse coded to be analyzed as “students should NOT be
responsible to notify their parents” because it had a negative correlation with 18 of the 24
other items. More importantly, the reverse coded question fit directionally with the other
items in the theoretical factor. The wording of the other three items in this four item
factor supported parental notification policies. By reverse coding item three, agreeing
with it would be consistent with supporting a parental notification policy.
Finally, reliability analyses were performed on each of the conceptual scales.
Scale one, concern for individual student comprised items 1-4. The overall alpha, which
designates the correlation of all item with each other and ranges from 0 - 1 .0 , was .63.
This would suggest that this scale has a low, but acceptable reliability.
Scale two, institution, was made up of items 5-18. Based on the reliability
analysis items 10, 12, 14, 15, 16, and 17 were dropped from this scale because the alpha
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was highest, .74 without these items. Scale two contained items 5-9,11, 13, and 18 for
the final survey.
Items 19-25 constituted scale three, parents. The alpha for this set of items was
.76. This suggests that the scale is internally reliable as it stood.
Indexes were then created by averaging the items in each scale. Correlations were
run between the three indices. The correlation between the individual student index and
the institutional index was a negative correlation (r = -.27). The correlation between the
individual index and the parent index was unrelated (r = -.06). Finally, the correlation
between the parent index and the institutional index was .62.
Although items 10, 12, and 14, 15, 16, and 17 did not fit into any scale, the
researcher decided to keep them and not delete them from the survey because one
intended tier of the analysis was to look at individual items and make comparisons based
on institutional demographics. Thus, while each item may not play a role in a scale, it did
play a role in another phase of the analysis. This tier of the analysis was abandoned later
in the study since the unit of analysis was the scale items not individual attitudes as
predictors.
Individual attitudes were being used to try to understand institutional policies. It
was thought helpful to understand what role individual demographic characteristics
played in attitudes. Thus, three individual demographic questions were added. These
were 1) gender of the respondent, 2) years respondent worked in student affairs, and 3)
years respondent worked at current institution.
Finally, there was one question that was divided into two questions after the pilot.
The item regarding the existence of policies did not have mutually exclusive options. The
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question was “does your institution have some type of parental notification policy?” The
response options were 1) Yes, we have a written, formal policy, 2) No, but we notify in
practice, 3) No, but we are considering a policy, 4) No, and we are not considering a
policy, and 5) not sure. It is possible for a respondent to answer both that they notify in
practice and they are or are not considering a policy. To alleviate this issue two questions
were created. The first was “does your institution have some type of parental notification
policy? with the options 1) Yes, we have a written, formal policy, 2) No, but we are
considering a policy, 3) No, and we are not considering a policy, and 4) Not sure. The
second question was “if you DO NOT have a formal policy, do you notify parents as a
matter of practice?” with options 1) yes and 2) no.4
Sample Administration

A sample of 320 IHEs resulted once the pilot group was subtracted from the
originally drawn sample. Two institutions were dropped leaving a sample of 318.5 The
decision was made to begin contacting this group in mid-June since it was believed that
there would be fewer crises for chief student affairs officers and more time to complete
the survey during that time of year.
Contacts. Dillman (2003, pp. 150-151) points out that multiple contacts are
essential for maximizing response rates. For this situation and mode of administration,

4 There were also some formatting changes to the instrument and the email message o f survey responses
that was received by the researcher containing the responses. The responses in the return email were
staggered closer together to allow it to be read more quickly for data entry. The timeline for the
administration o f the survey to the sample was altered slightly from the plan used for the pilot to allow for
the maximum number o f responses.
5 One school was deleted from the sample because it only offered graduate degrees. Another was deleted
because it has a virtual campus. All instruction was in some form o f distance learning. Thus, most, if not
all, of the students would be older than 21 and the parental notification exception in FERPA would not
apply to them or to this institution. Or, in the case o f the latter, students wouldn’t even be on campus to be
subject to such a policy.
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five contacts were planned initially. These contacts were: pre-notice, email with link to
survey, follow-up email with non-respondents and link to survey, second follow-up email
with link to survey, and a thank you to all that responded. According to Dillman (2003, p.
400), contacts through email for web-based surveys produced higher response rates than
did substituting paper contacts. This was likely due to the fact that the electronic method
of contact is consistent with the electronic mode of the survey that may facilitate
recognition of the survey when it is received. The pre-notice was sent one week before
the invitation to participate. A deadline was set for five days after the invitation. Email
follow-ups were sent to respondents one week and two weeks after the invitation was
sent.6 To increase the response rate, a fourth follow-up contact which included a
hardcopy letter along with a copy of the survey was mailed to non-respondents.7
Human Subjects Approval

The procedures discussed above were submitted and approved by the University
of New Hampshire’s Institutional Review Board. The approval number was 3188. The
approval letter is in the Appendix.
Reliability and Validity

Reliability and validity are two important, related concepts in educational
research. Reliability is the consistency of the instrument. In common terms validity
means: does the instrument measure what it purports to measure. But validity is a bit
6 Dillman suggests not using a distribution list (2000, p. 367) which only allows for a general

greeting/salutation line because it impersonalizes the message. He suggests individually addressed emails.
The mail merge function using Microsoft Word and Microsoft Outlook allowed for this personalization
with only a minimal amount o f work.
7 A mail merge was performed with the non-respondents after the second follow-up to create the cover
letter and envelope for each individual. Each chief student affairs officer then received the cover letter, a
paper copy o f the survey, and a return envelope. Both the packet envelope and return envelope had a real
stamp affixed.
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more specific than this. According to Fraenkel and Wallen (2003), validity regards “the
appropriateness, correctness, meaningfulness, and usefulness of the specific inferences
researchers make based on data they collect” (p. 158). There are many types of validity.
The following sections describe how internal and external validity was addressed.
Reliability

When an instrument is reliable the responses are either consistent across time or
are consistent between items that cover similar content. In this study, reliability was
determined by establishing the internal consistency of a scale of individual items
measured by Cronbach’s alpha (Fraenkel and Wallen, 2003, p. 168). The reliability of the
data for this study will addressed included in chapter four.
External Validity

External validity is concerned with the generalizability of the inferences made by
researchers to the target population. The key concept related to external validity is
representativeness o f the sample.
Generalizability refers to the representativeness of the sample. In other words, can
what you leam from a sample be applied to the population that is under study? The
sample should look like the target population in order to make valid inferences from the
data about the target population. The first step in ensuring representativeness is
identifying an accessible population that is similar to the target population. For this study
the accessible population was the target population. Both the target and accessible
populations were institutions to which the parental notification clause in FERPA was
pertinent. These IHEs received federal funds directly or indirectly. Beginning in 1992, all
postsecondary institutions receiving federal aid must complete the surveys that are part of
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the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data Systems (IPEDS). Thus the accessible
population was the institutions that complete these surveys - which are the same
institutions for which FERPA is pertinent.
The next step was to ensure that the sample from the accessible population had
similar features as the target/accessible population. The most relevant institutional
characteristics were Carnegie classification that categorizes institutions by function,
public/private affiliation, and geographical location, and FTE. The sample was be
stratified by Carnegie classification because it was the most salient component, to mirror
the population.
The final step was ensuring that the institutions that were part of the sample
actually responded. Recommendations made by Dillman (2003) were used to obtain a
high response rate. These recommendations, as described above, included using multiple
contacts with respondents in a way that provides social rewards, decreases social costs to
the participant, and builds trust between the participant and the researcher.
Internal Validity

According to Fraenkel and Wallen (2003) internal validity “means that observed
differences on the dependent variable are directly related to the independent variable, and
not due to some other intended variable” (p. 178). This includes instrument validity
which comprises content, criterion, and construct validity. There are also a number
“threats” to validity that can occur which were addressed in this study when appropriate.
Content Validity. Content validity is the degree to which an instrument or test
examines the total content of the element or area being measured and by reviewing the
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literature related to parental notification policies. This was also addressed by having a
select group of experienced student affairs administrators review the instrument.
Another part o f content validity is the format of the instrument. According to
Fraenkel and Wallen (2003, p. 160) format includes clarity of printing, size of type,
space, appropriateness of language, clarity of directions, etc. These were all be addressed
using recommendations made by Dillman for formatting web-based surveys (2003) and
receiving feedback from the jury.
Criterion-related Validity. Criterion-related validity is the degree to which the
results of a test or other data-gathering instrument are in agreement with the findings of
other criterion measures. Unfortunately, there are not any other measures that can be used
as the criterion for the instrument in this study. This type of validity cannot be supported.
Construct Validity. Construct validity is the degree to which given explanatory
concepts or constructs may account for the performance of subjects. An attempt was
made for construct validity by performing the literature review and developing constructs
that could be used to explain the adoption or non-adoption of a parental notification
policy. These theoretical constructs were tested using factor and reliability analyses
which are further described in chapter four. Through factor and reliability analyses, it can
be statistically determined how related items are within a construct or factor.
Threats to internal validity cannot always be proven. But, the threats to internal
validity and ways in which these threats can be minimized should be addressed. Internal
validity threats relevant to this research are described below.
History. A history threat occurs when some type of event influences the
dependent variable rather than, or in addition to, the independent variables. It was
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difficult to minimize history effects because there may be some type of history effect that
may occur at particular campuses. None of these occurred that the researcher was aware
of. But some may still have occurred.
Instrumentation/Instrument Decay. Instrumentation is a threat to internal validity
when changes in testing instruments, raters, or observers may influence the response of
subjects. In this research, the use of a web-based survey and then a hardcopy mail survey
could result in a threat to internal validity. These issues have been addressed in the
“instrument” section under “collection of data.” This mode of administration should not
be problematic for this population and thus should not have been a threat to internal
validity. Both the web and hardcopy version simulated a “bubble” survey.
Implementation. Practice, or Learning. An implementation, practice, or learning
threat occurs when changes result from a subject merely performing the activity itself.
The subject can “learn” what is being measured and respond in a particular way on the
next measurement. Since there was not an intervention this threat was not applicable. But,
responses could be influenced by the questions that were asked. Respondents may want
to respond in a way that is positive. The questions could also make the respondents think
in a new way. Overall, this threat should have been minimal.
Selection/Subject Characteristics. Internal validity can be threatened by the
selection of the sample. This was a very viable threat in this study. As such, precautions
were taken. The sample was created so that it was proportionate by Carnegie
classification. Creating a stratified sample reduced the possibility that selection of the
sample would result in a skewed sample by these characteristics, which in turn could
disproportionately influence the aggregated responses. Other demographic variables such
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as enrollment and percentage of students living on campus could also be threats in this
area. Carnegie classification is somewhat related to these variables and stratifying by
Carnegie classification should also stratify the sample by these variables as well, to an
extent.
Data Collector Characteristics. A threat to internal validity can occur when
characteristics of the data collector such as gender, age, ethnicity, etc. influence the
responses. While this is more directly relevant to interviews where an individual person is
the data collector, this threat was relevant in the sense that the data collector was
essentially the web-based survey. In order to minimize this threat, recommendations from
Dillman (2003) in constructing, formatting, and implementing web-based surveys were
followed. Dillman’s recommendations are based on research regarding responses to webbased surveys.
Data Collector Bias. Data collector bias was a relevant internal threat in this
research because the collector can unconsciously distort the data in way that influenced
outcomes. While the bias may not occur in the collection phase it could have easily
occurred in the question formation phase that directly influenced what data was collected.
To minimize this threat, the researcher reflected upon and enumerated his assumptions
regarding the topic of parental notification and the research questions. This process
helped raise the researcher’s consciousness around this topic and provided the readers
with this context. Making public the assumptions provides others and the researcher with
a “check” on any biases that emerged. This also allowed for researcher accountability for
these biases.
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Attitudes o f Subjects. The attitudes of the respondents can also be a threat to
internal validity. In order to minimize this threat care was taken to address the importance
of honest responses and the importance of the topic to higher education. This hopefully
not only increased response rates but also lead to honest responses that were not affected
by either a negative or positive attitude.
Summary

This section outlined the method that was used to collect the data. Survey items
were created using current literature regarding parental notification policies. Research on
web-based surveys was referenced when formatting of the instrument and questions. Both
a jury process and pilot study assisted in the revision of the instrument as well. Steps
were employed to ensure representativeness of the sample as well as reliability and
internal validity. Chapter four discusses data itself along with analysis.
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CHAPTER 4

DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS

Introduction

The following chapter outlines the data analysis process and describes the results.
In order to place those results in the context of this study, the research questions are
included below.
1. Do student affairs practitioners distinguish among three conceptual lenses
(individual student interests, parental interests, administrative responsibilities)
when considering a parental notification policy?
2. Is there an association between attitude variables, personal and institutional
demographic variables, and the adoption or non-adoption of a parental
notification policy?
3. Is there a theory of policy formation that can be used to explain the adoption or
non-adoption of a parental notification policy?
4. Is there an association between attitude variables, personal and institutional
demographic variables, and the belief that colleges should have parental
notification policies?
Response Rate

In order to answer these research questions a web-based survey was sent to chief
student affairs officers at 318 colleges and universities, representative by Carnegie
classification of all IHEs in the IPEDS database conferring baccalaureate degrees. The
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survey included 28 items along with demographics questions. A copy of the survey and
the descriptive statistics can be found in the Appendix.
Of the 318 surveys emailed, 149 were returned. O f these, four could not be used
because they lacked the survey ID used to connect the survey data with the institutional
demographic data from IPEDS. Thus, 190 usable surveys were received which
constituted a 60% (.598) response rate.
Respondent Demographics

As demonstrated in Table 4.1, the greater proportion of respondents was male.
This was likely due to the fact that more men than women were chief student affairs
administrators. Almost half (46.3%) of the respondents had worked in the field of student
affairs for more than 20 years (see Table 4.1). They had a great deal of experience in the
field. A little less than half (45.8%) had been at their current institution for over 10 years.
Thus many respondents had a history with their current institution. But, almost one-third
(30.5%) had been at their IHE less than six years. Close to 70% of the respondents were
the chief student affairs officer (CSAOs) at their institution. Fifty-eight CSAOs
forwarded the survey to someone else on their campus to complete. Table 4.1
demonstrates that a little fewer than half of the respondents were from master’s level
IHEs. Over a third of the respondents were from baccalaureate institutions and less than
one-fifth were from doctoral institutions. The public/private split for respondents was
close to 60/40 favoring respondents from private institutions. Respondents from non
religious institutions also dominated the responses. They represented close to 80% of the
respondents. Respondents from mid-size cities were the most frequent at 30.7% while
those from large towns were the least frequent at 3.7% followed by those respondents
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from rural areas at 6.3%. As shown in Table 4.1, one-third of the respondent IHEs were
from the south and 16% were located in the west. Approximately a quarter of the
respondents resided in the northeast and a quarter in the north central region of the
country.
Table 4.2 demonstrates that the mean number of students living on-campus was
almost 1200. On average, 57% of the student population lived on-campus. The size of the
town the IHE is located in varied greatly as demonstrated by the standard deviation of
over 1 million. The mean for town size was 360,000, much greater than the median of
40,000. This also indicates the wide distribution for town size. The average FTE for
respondent institutions was about 5300.
Table 4.1.
Frequencies for Individual and Institutional Demographic Survey Items
Variable
N
Individual demographic variables
Gender
Female
73
Male
115
Transgender
1
Years working in student affairs
1-5 years
19
6-10 years
18
11-15 years
32
16-20 years
33
21 or more years
88
Years working at current institution
1-5 years
58
6-10 years
45
11-15 years
27
16-20 years
25
21 or more years
35
Respondent is chief student affairs officer
131
Yes
No
58
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Frequency

38.6%
60.8%
.5%
10.0%
9.5%
16.8%
17.4%
46.3%
30.5%
23.7%
14.2%
13.2%
18.4%
69.3%
30.7%

Table 4.1 continued.
Frequencies for Individual and Institutional Demographic Survey Items
Variable
N
Institutional demographic variables
Collapsed Carnegie classification for respondents
Baccalaureate IHE
74
Master’s IHE
83
Doctoral IHE
33
Private vs. public control
Private
112
Public
78
Religious vs. non-religious affiliation
Religious
42
Non-religious
148
Degree of urbanization of IHE’s town
Rural
12
Small town
32
Mid-size city
48
Urban fringe of mid-size city
19
Large town
7
Urban fringe of large town
34
Large city
27
Geographic region o f IHE
Northeast
46
North central
52
South
62
West
30

Frequency

38.9%
43.7%
17.4%
58.9%
41.1%
22.1%
77.9%
6.3%
16.9%
30.7%
10.1%
3.7%
18.0%
14.3%
24.2%
27.4%
32.6%
15.8%

Table 4.2.
Descriptive Statistics for Inter\>al Institutional Demograph ic Variables (N=190)
Variable
Mean
Median
1172
1175
Number of students in on-campus housing
Size of town IHE resides in
Full-time equivalent for students
Percent of students on campus

360,016
5326
56.5%

40,000
2543
44.9%

SD
1920

1,064,225
5999
.93

Table 4.3.
Frequency o f Parental Notification Policies and Practices at IHEs__________________
Variable
N
Percent
IHE has formal parental notification policy
Yes, we have a formal policy
112
59.9%
15.5%
No, but we are considering a policy
29
23.5%
No, and we are not considering a policy
44
Not sure
1.1%
2
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Table 4.3 continued.
Frequency o f Parental Notification Policies and Practices at IHEs
Variable
IHE has a practice to notify parents if it does have a formal policy
Yes
No
IHE has a formal policy OR practice of notifying parents
Yes
No

N

Percent

22
51

30.1%
69.9%

134
53

71.7%
28.3%

As shown in Tables 4.3, the majority (60%) of respondents reported that they had
a formal policy for notifying parents for alcohol violations. Of those that did not have a
formal policy, almost one-third (30%) notified parents as a matter of practice. Thus,
almost three-quarters (72%) of the responding IHEs either had a formal parental
notification policy or a practice of doing so.
Responses to the rest of the survey items is included in the Appendix.
Response Bias
Respondents vs. Non-Respondents

Response bias was a concern given that 40% of the sample did not respond to the
survey. Institutional demographics from IPEDS were available for both the respondents
and non-respondents allowing comparison for these two groups on this information.
An independent samples t-test was used to determine if there was a difference
between respondents and non-respondents for full-time equivalent students at the
institution. The test determined that there was not a statistically significant difference,
t (2 7 6 .4 ) = -1 .4 7 , p = .14.

The data in Table 4.4 and the t-test suggest, using an alpha of .05, that
respondents and non-respondents are similar for all demographic variables except
public/private control. There were more respondents from public institutions than would
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be expected. Chi-square tests were run for each of these variables for respondents vs.
non-respondents.
Table 4.4.
Summary o f Chi-square Tests fo r Respondents and Non-Respondents on Institutional
Demographic Variables
P-value
DF
Variable
.483
2
.786
Carnegie classification collapsed
.039*
Public vs. private
4.263
1
.221
1.497
1
Religious vs. non-religious
5.054
6
.537
Degree of urbanization
.174
4.976
Geographic region
3
*statistically significant at p < .05
It should be noted that similarity on demographic variables between respondents
and non-respondents does not directly correspond to similarity in attitudes. Thus,
responses could be different on the survey items for respondents compared to non
respondents. Demographically, the respondents and non-respondents were very similar.
Scale Results
Factor Analysis

It was hypothesized that the attitudinal items could be separated into three themes
or indices which were originally named “concern for the individual student,” “rights of
parents,” and “responsibilities of the IHE.” These three themes were culled from the
literature and their existence was supported through reliability analyses of the pilot data.
Factor analysis was not performed on the pilot data because there were too few responses
thus limiting the power of that type of analysis. To confirm that these scales existed
within the data from the sample a factor analysis using principal components factoring
and varimax rotation was performed on the 26 attitudinal items to maximize the variance
of the factors. Item 27, “I believe that my institution should have a parental notification
policy” was not included in the factor analysis because all other items, except for
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perception of alcohol use as a problem, assessed attitudes regarding all IHEs rather than
the respondent’s own IHE. Item 27 was also very similar to item 26 which asked
respondents if IHEs should notify parents for alcohol violations.
The factor analysis resulted in seven components with eigenvalues greater than
one. With a cut of .45, all items loaded on at least one of the seven factors. The factor
loadings and explained variance for each factor are included in Table 4.5. To facilitate
interpretation of Table 4.5 variables are ordered and grouped by size of loading for each
factor.
Based on the loadings and conceptual framework of the study, four of the seven
factors were retained. Factor one explained 28.0% of the variance, items 5, 6, 18, 19, 21,
23, 25, and 26 had factor loadings greater than .45. Factor two explained 9.7% o f the
variance and included items 3, 9, 12, 13,14, and 20 which had loadings greater than .45.
Factor three, explaining 6.5% of the variance, contained three items that had factor
loadings greater than .45; 10, 11, and 17. Factor four was not retained because it
contained only two items with loadings greater than .45; items 1 and 2. This factor
explained 6.1% of the variance. Factor five was retained and had three items, 6, 7, and 8
and, as a whole, explained 4.9% of the variance. An item can only be included in one
factor for further analyses. Item six had loadings greater than .45 on both factors one and
five. This item was included in factor five for future analyses since it made more
conceptual sense to include it there than in factor one. Factor six, which explained 4.5%
of the variance and contained items 4,10,15, 16, and 22 with loadings greater than .45
was not retained because the items together did not make conceptual sense. Since item 10
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Table 4.5.
Explained Variance and Rotated Factor Loadings for Survey Items on the Extracted Factors with Eigenvalues Greater Than One
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 Factor 7
Item
28.0%
9.7%
6.5%
6.1%
4.9%
4.5%
4.2%
Explained variance
.83
21. If a college student is under 21 years old, parents
.06
.15
.10
.08
-.07
.11
have a right to know if their student is involved in an
alcohol violation.
.81
23. As caregivers, parents have a right to know if
.18
.04
.13
.05
-.04
.13
their student is involved in an alcohol violation.
.73
.24
19. If a student is financially dependent, parents have
.11
-.09
-.07
-.02
.25
a right to know if their student is involved in an
alcohol violation.
.65
18. IHEs have an ethical obligation to inform parents
.15
.19
.31
.15
.04
-.03
if their student violates the alcohol policy.
5. IHEs have an ethical responsibility to act in loco
.62
.05
.12
.28
.26
.17
-.17
parentis.
.60
.06
25. If a college student is over 21 years old, her
.09
.31
.15
-.14
.01
parents have a right to know if she is involved in an
alcohol violation.
26. IHEs should notify parents if students violate
.60
.45
.09
.25
.06
.09
.03
alcohol policies.
.21
13. Parental notification is an educational approach to
.78
.09
.12
.12
-.02
.13
addressing high-risk alcohol use on college
campuses.
12. Parental notification is a punitive approach to
-.16
-.77
.04
.15
.03
-.05
.09
addressing high-risk alcohol use on college
campuses.
.17
.38
.60
.24
.08
.22
.10
9. Parental notification allows IHEs to partner with
parents to address high-risk alcohol use on college
campus.
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Table 4.5 continued.
Explained Variance and Rotated Factor Loadings for Survey Items on the Extracted Factors with Eigenvalues Greater Than One
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 Factor 7
Item
28.0%
6.5%
6.1%
Explained variance
9.7%
4.9%
4.5%
4.2%
.17
20. Parental notification policies foster a
.53
.34
.04
.37
.11
.14
developmental conversation between parents and
their students that would not occur otherwise.
14. Parental notification policies are consistent with
.26
-.48
-.15
.24
.39
-.20
.30
an in loco parentis approach by an IHE.
3. Because students are independent adults, they
-.37
-.47
-.01
-.20
-.01
-.05
-.08
should be responsible for notifying their parents of
their policy violations.
11. Parental notification policies reduce the liability
.28
-.03
.77
.19
-.07
-.03
.10
for IHEs because parents share some of this liability.
17. Parental notification policies safeguard IHEs
.20
.18
.73
.19
.03
.09
-.08
from legal liability because they demonstrate that the
IHE is addressing high-risk alcohol use on campus.
.01
10. Parental notification policies establish a legal
.19
-.04
.56
.26
-.52
.16
relationship between students and the IHE that would
not exist otherwise without these policies.
2. Parental notification policies deter students from
.09
.29
.15
.81
.03
.05
.01
violating alcohol policies because parents are able to
have a developmental conversation with their student
that will deter him/her from further alcohol
violations.
1. Parental notification policies deter students from
.27
.03
.12
.79
.04
-.01
.10
violating alcohol policies because students fear
punishment from parents.

Table 4.5 continued.
Explained Variance and Rotated Factor Loadings for Survey Items on the Extracted Factors with Eigenvalues Greater Than One
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 Factor 7
Item
9.7%
28.0%
6.5%
6.1%
4.9%
4.5%
4.2%
Explained variance
.12
-.08
.01
7. With or without parental notification policies,
.11
.82
.02
-.04
IHEs have a legal responsibility to protect students
from hurting themselves as a result of their own
alcohol use.
.01
.03
-.05
-.05
8. With or without a parental notification policy,
.81
-.02
.13
IHEs have a legal responsibility to protect college
students from others whose alcohol use may cause
harm or damage.
6. IHEs have a legal responsibility to act in loco
.46
.18
.28
-.07
.57
-.05
-.03
parents.
15. High risk alcohol use is a problem at our
-.37
.08
.03
-.10
.10
.52
.15
institution.
16. Parental notification policies do not create
.11
.40
.17
.29
-.05
.51
.01
unnecessary legal liability for IHEs.
4. Parental notification policies do not compromise
.37
.41
-.07
-.05
.10
-.06
.46
students’ right to privacy.
24. Because of the money parents invest in their
.12
-.05
.08
.04
-.02
.11
.83
student's college education, they want to be involved
in their college student’s life even when their student
is in college.
22. Most parents want to be involved in their college
.01
.14
.01
-.01
.08
.51
.58
student’s life even when they are in college.
Note. Variables assigned to each factor are boxed under that factor.

had loadings greater than .45 for both factors three and six, it was retained as part of
factor three because it made conceptual sense to include it there rather in factor six.
Factor seven was not retained because it only included two items. It explained 4.2% of
the variance.
Reliability Analyses

Reliability analyses were performed on the three factors were formed from
principle components factor analysis with varimax rotation. The first scale titled “parents’
right to be involved” had seven items (see Table 4.6) and a strong reliability (alpha =
.87). The second scale named “students’ benefit of policy” contained five items and had
a strong reliability .74 (see Table 4.6). The final factor titled “IHEs’ legal responsibility
to protect students” had three items and a moderate reliability of .67 (see Table 4.6).
Other factors from the factor analysis were not retained because their reliabilities were
low or there were fewer than three items retained in each factor.
Table 4.6.
Descriptive Statistics fo r Scale Scores and Retained Items
Scale and retained items
Parents ’ right to be involved scale
If a college student is under 21 years old, parents
have a right to know if their student is involved in an
alcohol violation.
As caregivers, parents have a right to know if their
student is involved in an alcohol violation.
If a student is financially dependent, parents have a
right to know if their student is involved in an
alcohol violation.
IHEs have an ethical obligation to inform parents if
their student violates the alcohol policy.
IHEs have an ethical responsibility to act in loco
parentis.
If a college student is over 21 years old, her parents
have a right to know if she is involved in an alcohol
violation.

Cronbach’s Mean
alpha
3.25
.87
3.35

1.07
1.54

3.49

1.42

3.58

1.55

3.09

1.39

3.23

1.49

2.38

1.24
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SD

Table 4.6 continued.
Descriptive Statistics fo r Scale Scores and Retained Items
Scale and retained items
IHEs should notify parents if students violate alcohol
policies.
Students ’ benefit o f policy scale
Parental notification is an educational approach to
addressing high-risk alcohol use on college
campuses.
Parental notification is a punitive approach to
addressing high-risk alcohol use on college
campuses. (Reverse coded)
Parental notification allows IHEs to partner with
parents to address high-risk alcohol use on college
campus.
Parental notification policies foster a developmental
conversation between parents and their students that
would not occur otherwise.
Because students are independent adults, they should
be responsible for notifying their parents of their
policy violations. (Reverse coded)
IHEs ’ legal responsibility to protect students scale
With or without parental notification policies, IHEs
have a legal responsibility to protect students from
hurting themselves as a result of their own alcohol
use.
With or without a parental notification policy, IHEs
have a legal responsibility to protect college students
from others whose alcohol use may cause harm or
damage.
IHEs have a legal responsibility to act in loco
parents.

Cronbach’s Mean
alpha
3.62

1.30

4.11
4.26

.96
1.22

4.05

1.46

4.74

1.29

3.91

1.19

3.57

1.39

3.76
3.86

1.08
1.51

4.57

1.24

2.84

1.42

.78

.67

SD

Predictors for IHEs That Have A Formal Parental Notification Policy

The primary research question regarded the variables that predict the existence of
a parental notification policy at an IHE. The focus of this regression was on formalized
policy to notify parents. The dependent variable for an IHE having a formal policy or not
was a dummy variable created from the survey item that asked if the institution had a
formal parental notification policy. Respondents were given four options: yes, we have a
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formal policy, no, but we are considering a policy, no and we are not considering a
policy, and not sure. Yes on this question were considered a yes on the dummy variable
and the two no responses were collapsed into the no response for the dummy variable.
The not sure response was excluded from analysis. Responses that the IHE had a policy
were exclusive of responses that the IHE had a practice. These were two separate options.
Linear regression could not be used to test this research question because the dependent
variable was dichotomous. In the case of a dichotomous dependent variable and either
dichotomous or continuous independent variables logistic regression is used (Tabachnick
and Fidell, 2001, p. 517).
Logistic regression was used to predict IHEs with a formal parental notification
policy from individual and institutional demographic variables as well as from the
attitudinal scales. The first step in logistic regression testing which variables were
predictors of an IHE having a parental notification policy alone was to create a control
model containing only the significant control variables. Each control variable (which
included the belief that alcohol use was a problem and the institutional structural
variables) was entered one at a time using the forward Likelihood-ratio criterion and the
change in the -2 log likelihood (-2LL), or estimate of goodness-of-fit, of the model was
examined to determine statistically significance of individual variables. Variables were
kept in the model if the change in -2LL was statistically significant (p. < 05). Variables
were deleted if the change in the -2LL was not statistically significant. The control model
for the outcome that an IHE had a parental notification policy alone contained two items,
the belief that alcohol use was a problem at the respondent’s IHE and the western IHE
dummy variable.
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The next step was to add the scalar variable to the outcome without the control
variables (see Model 2, Table 4.7). Then each attitudinal scale variable was then added to
the control model one at a time and the parameters and goodness-of-fit statistics were
examined. The IHEs’ legal responsibility scale was non-significant and was not included
in the table. The next step was to add all three scale items together in a block to the
control variables in the regression model. The goal was to see if the three scale items as a
block were significantly different from the control model.
In order to investigate the existence of interactions among predictor variables
three sets of three interaction terms were created. The first set was between the belief that
alcohol was a problem on the respondents’ campus with each of the three scales (alcohol
is a problem x parents’ rights scale, alcohol is a problem x students’ benefit scale, and
alcohol is a problem x IHEs’ legal responsibility scale). The second set of interactions
was between each pair o f the scale items (parents’ rights scale x students’ benefit scale,
parents’ rights scale x IHEs’ legal responsibility scale, and students’ benefit scale x IHEs’
legal responsibility scale). The final set of interactions was between the public IHE
dummy variable and each of the scales (public IHE x parents’ rights scale, public IHE x
students’ benefit scale, and public IHE x IHEs’ legal responsibility scale). These
interactions terms were added to regression model as a separate block using the forward
stepwise method.
The most parsimonious model for predicting that an IHE would have a parental
notification policy alone contained four variables: perception of alcohol use as a problem
(mean = 1.47, sd = 1.39), the location of the IHE in the west compared to the northeast,
the students’ benefit of policy scale (mean = 4.11, sd = .96), and the interaction between
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public IHEs and the IHEs’ legal responsibility scale (mean = 1.49, sd =1.90). A model
with these four variables was statistically significant from a constant only model, % (4, N
= 190) = 40.64 p < .001. This model indicates that the predictors distinguished between
IHEs that had a formal policy alone and those that did not. The equation for this model
that an IHE would have a parental notification policy alone was -3.18 -1.58(westem IHE)
+ .39(score on attitude that alcohol abuse is a problem) + .61(score on students’ benefit
scale) - .19 (interaction of public IHE and score on IHEs’ legal responsibility scale).
The variance in the existence of a policy that can be explained by the variables in
2

2

the model can be inferred from the Nagelkerke R which is a statistic analogous to R m
linear regression and also assesses the goodness-of-fit of the model. This statistic should
be interpreted with caution however as it is not the exactly the same as R2. Nagelkerke’s
R2 for this model was .269. Thus, approximately 27% of the variance in an IHE having a
formal parental notification policy alone could be accounted for by the four variables in
the equation. The model using these variables correctly predicted the IHEs with formal

Y vs. X a t L o w Scores on IH Es'
R esponsibility Scale
■m

— Y vs. X a t H igh Scores on IH Es'
R esponsibility Scale

Public

Private

Figure 4 .1 . The increase in Probability of an IHE Having a Formal
Parental Notification Policy Alone as a Function ofthe Scores on the
IHEs' Legal Responsibilities Scale for Both Public and Private
Institutions
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policies 72.1% of the time. Thus, the independent variables were moderately accurate at
classifying an IHE as having or not having a formal parental notification
policy based on the independent variables.
Figure 4.1 can be helpful in understanding the interaction term. It suggests that
the probability of an IHE having a formal parental notification policy alone is the same
for both public and private institutions for low scores on the IHEs’ legal responsibility
scale. But for high scores on this scale the probability of having a policy alone is higher
for public institutions than for private ones. Thus, public institutions have stronger
relationships to the legal responsibility scale.
Table 4.7 shows the parameters, standard errors, and goodness-of-fit statistics for
variables in the model. When all three attitudinal scales were added to the control model,
both the parents’ rights and students’ benefit scales were each a significant predictor
when included alone with the two control variables - perception of alcohol use as a
problem on the respondent’s campus and western IHE dummy variable (see Models 3
and 4, Table 4.7). IHEs’ legal responsibility scale was not a significant predictor (see
Model 5, Table 4.7). Controlling for all three scales, only the students’ benefit scale
emerged as a significant predictor (see Model 6. Table 4.7). The only interaction term
that was a significant predictor was the interaction between public IHE and the score on
the IHEs’ legal responsibility scale. Excluding the non-significant interaction terms, this
final model (see Model 7, Table 4.7) was better than a model with just the three
predictors (see Model 4, Table 4.7) because the change in -2LL was statistically
significant, it decreased from 212 to 207, and Nagelkerke’s R2 increased from .240 to
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Table 4.7.
Parameter Estimates, Standard errors, and Goodness-of-fit Statistics from a Series o f Logistic Regression Analyses Which Include
Control and Scale Variables that Predict the Conditional Probability that an IHE Has a Parental Notification Policy Alone (N=188)
Predictor
Control variables
B elief that alcohol use is a problem
Western IHE
Scale variables
Parents’ right to involvement scale
Students’ benefit o f policy scale
IHEs’ legal responsibilities to protect students
scale
Nagelkerke R2
-2LL (df)
Comparison model
Change in -2LL (df)

Model 1

Model 2

,28(.12)**
-1.76(.46)***

,39(.12)**
-1.73(.46)***
.06(.18)**
—
-

.114
214 (2)

Parameter Estimate (standard error)
Model 3
Model 4
Model 5

.105
225(1)

.36(.12)**
-1.57(.48)**

,32(.12)*
-1.74(.46)***

Model 6
.36(.12)**
-1.59(.48)***

.41(.17)*

—

.63(.18)***

.61(.19)**
.06(.15)

.210
216(3)
Model 1
6.29(1)*

.240
212(3)
Model 1
12.81 (1)***

.163
228(3)
Model 1
.16(1)

~

.239
205(3)
Model 1
11.53(1)***

Note. — denotes variables not entered into the model due to lack of statistical significance (p < .05). Thus parameters were not
estimated for them.
Model 1 = control
Model 2 = parents’ rights + students’ benefit scale + IHEs’ legal responsibility scale
Model 3 = control + parents’ rights scale
Model 4 = control + students’ benefit scale
Model 5 = control + IHEs’ responsibility scale
Model 6 = control + parents’ rights + students’ benefit scale + IHEs’ legal responsibility scale
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
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Table 4.7 continued.
Parameter Estimates, Standard errors, and Goodness-of-fit Statistics from a Series o f Logistic Regression Analyses Which Include
Control and Scale Variables that Predict the Conditional Probability that an IHE Has a Parental Notification Policy Alone (N=188)
Predictor
Control variables
B elief that alcohol use is a
Western IHE
Scale variables
Parents’ right to involvement scale
Students’ benefit o f policy scale
IHEs’ legal responsibilities to protect students scale
Interaction variables
Public IHE x IHEs’ legal responsibilities scale
Nagelkerke R2
-2LL (df)
Comparison model
Change in -2LL (df)

Parameter Estimate
(standard error)
Model 7
.39(.12)**
-1.58(.49)***

.61(.19)***

-.19(.09)*
.269
207(4)
Model 4
4.71(1)*

Note. — denotes variables not entered into the model due to lack of statistical significance (p < .05). Thus parameters were not
estimated for them.
Model 7 = control + students’ benefit of policy scale + interaction of public IHE and IHEs’ legal responsibility scale
*p < .05, **p < .01, * * * p < .001

.269 indicating that the final four variables were a slightly better fit than just the three
predictors alone without the interaction term.
It is helpful to review the descriptive statistics for the significant predictors of
IHEs that had parental notification policies. Table 4.8 shows that almost 80% of IHEs
that had a policy believed that alcohol use is a problem at their IHEs. Only the mean and
standard deviation were computed for IHEs with and without parental notification
policies for the students’ benefit of policy scale since the scale was an average index.
IHEs with parental notification policies had a mean of 4.34 with a standard deviation of
.83 while IHEs without parental notification policies had a mean of 3.77 and a standard
deviation of 1.04 on the students’ benefit scale. Table 4.9 demonstrates the geographic
composition of the IHEs that had and did not have parental notification policies. Thirty
percent of the IHEs that had policies were in the northeast compared to only 7% that are
in the west (see Table 4.9). Twice as many IHEs with policies were in the northeast
compared with IHEs that didn’t have policies that were in the northeast. Since the
interaction term is actually a multiplication of a dichotomous variable and a scaled
Table 4.8.
Means, Standard Deviations, Frequency, and Counts o f Responses For The Belief That
Alcohol Use is a Problem fo r IHEs That Have a Parental Notification Policy and Those
That Do Not
Mean
Options 1-3 frequency
Options 4-6 frequency
(SD)
(count)
(count)
IHEs with parental 4.37(1.37)
3.6%
9.8%
7.1% 28.6% 27.7% 23.2%
notification policies
(32)
(31)
(26)
(4)
(11)
(8)
(n=112)
20.5%
79.5%
(89)
(23)
3.82(1.37)
IHEs without
3.9%
15.8% 21.1% 25.0% 22.4% 11.8%
parental notification
(12)
(19)
(17)
(9)
(16)
(3)
policies
59.2%
40.8%
(45)
(n=76)
(31)
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Table 4.9.
Frequency and Counts by Geographic Area fo r IHEs That Have a Parental Notification
Policy and Those That Do Not
Geographic region
Frequency (count)
West
Northeast
North
South
central
IHEs with parental notification
30.4%
29.5%
7.1%
33.0%
policies
(34)
(33)
(37)
(8)
(n = l12)
18.4%
38.2%
28.9%
IHEs without parental
14.5%
(22)
(29)
notification policies
(14)
(11)
(n=76)
variable reviewing the averages and frequencies for this type of variable would not be
informative.
“The odds ratio is the increase (or decrease if the ratio is less than one) in odds of
being in one outcome category when the value of the predictor increases by one unit”
(Tabachnick and Fidell, 2001, p. 548). Odds ratios greater than one show an increase in
the odds of a 1-unit increase in the outcome variable (which is the response category,
have a policy) with a 1-unit increase in the predictor. Odds ratios less than one
demonstrate a decrease in the odds of that outcome with a 1-unit change in the predictor.
Also odds ratios can be used to compare the strength of variables in the model to assess
which ones have stronger relationships with the outcome variable while controlling for
other variables in the equation. The strongest variable in this model was the IHE existing
in the western part of the country compared to the northeastern part. Odds ratios less than
one are difficult to interpret. To understand an odds ratio less than one, the inverse can be
taken of the odds ratio and the interpretation of the variables can be flipped. Thus, an
odds ratio of .21 would demonstrate that the estimated odds that an IHE in the west
would have a parental notification policy would decrease by .21 times or be 79% (1 - .21
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x. 100) less than the odds that an IHE in the northeast would have such a policy. It can
also be interpreted that the estimated odds that an IHE in the northeast would have a
parental notification policy is 4.76 (1/.21) times the odds that an IHE in the west would
have such a policy. In other words, the estimated odds that an IHE would have a formal
parental notification policy increased by 376% (4.76 - 1 x 100) if the IHE was located in
the northeast. The second strongest variable was the score on the students’ benefit of
policy scale. The odds ratio of 1.80 demonstrated that the estimated odds of an IHE
having a policy alone increased by 1.8 times or 80% (1.80 - 1 x 100) for each 1-point
increase in the score on the students’ benefit scale. The perception that alcohol use was a
problem at the respondent’s own IHE was the third strongest variable. A 1-point increase
in the score on this item increased the estimated odds that an IHE would have a parental
notification policy alone by 1.47 times or 47%. Finally, the odds ratio of .83
demonstrated that the interaction of public IHEs and the score on the IHEs legal
responsibility scale decreased the odds of an IHE having a policy alone by 17%.
Unfortunately, taking the inverse of an interaction term does not simplify the
interpretation since the variables cannot necessarily be “flipped.” Figure 4.2 shows the
effect on the probability of an IHE having a formal parental notification policy alone as a
function of each of the continuous variables in the regression equation. For each line, all
other variables except the one under examination were held constant in the equation in
order to visualize the effect o f each variable on the probability of an IHE having a policy
only. The western IHE variable was not included in the graph because it was a
dichotomous variable and only had two discrete options 0, 1. A line is not an appropriate
representation of a categorical variable. As can be seen in Figure 4.2, both the students’
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benefit variable and the belief that alcohol use is a problem increased the probability of
an IHE having a policy alone, but differed in their effects at a score of four on each of
their respective scales. While the score on the students’ benefit scale had a weaker effect
on the probability o f having a policy at low scores compared to the perception of alcohol
as a problem, as scores increased on the benefit scale it had a larger effect than the
alcohol problem perception on the probability of having a formal policy. The odds ratio
also complements the graph. The score on the students’ benefit of policy scale had an
odds ratio of 1.80 while the belief that alcohol use was a problem had an odds ration of
1.47. This would indicate that the students’ benefit of policy scale variable would have a
steeper line. This is indicated on the graph. The interaction between public IHEs and
IHEs’ legal responsibility decreased the probability of an IHE having a policy alone but
the slope appears to be similar in grade to the other two variables.
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Figure 4.2 . The Probability of an IHE Having a Parental Notification Policy

Alone as a Function of Selected Significant Variables in the Logistic Regression
Equation

To summarize, after controlling for the effects of each of these variables, higher
scores on the students’ benefit of policy scale, higher scores on the belief that alcohol use

104

Reproduced with permission o fth e copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

was a problem, and being located in the northeast compared to the west, all increased the
probability that an IHE would have a parental notification policy alone. The interaction
between public IHEs and the IHEs’ legal responsibility decreased the probability that an
IHE would have a policy. For the interaction, the probability of an IHE having a policy
alone was the same for both public and private IHEs for low scores on the IHEs’ legal
responsibility to protect scale changed. But for increasing scores on the scale, being
public rather than private increased the probability that an IHE would have a policy.
These variables also constitute the most parsimonious regression model after examining
the effect of the other control variables, predictor variables, and interaction terms.
Predictors for IHEs That Have a Parental Notification Policy or Practice

Related to this previous research question regarding IHEs that had parental
notification policies alone was another research question regarding the variables that
would predict the existence of parental notification practice or policy at an IHE. It
seemed logical that some institutions would indeed notify parents for an alcohol violation
as a matter of practice although the IHE may not have a policy for such notification. The
focus of this analysis was to look at institutions that notify parents regardless of whether
they did so because o f a formalized policy or practice. The point being that they notified
parents. While an interesting examination, the difference between institutions that notify
through formal policies compared to those that notified through practice was not
examine. The dependent variable for an IHE having a practice or policy or not was a
dummy variable created from the survey items that asked if the institution had a policy
and the item that asked if the IHE did not have a policy, did it have a practice o f notifying
parents. IHEs that answered yes to either of these questions (we have a policy or we don’t
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have a policy but we have a practice) were coded as “having a practice or policy.” Again,
linear regression could not be used with a dichotomous dependent variable. In the case of
a dichotomous dependent variable and either dichotomous or continuous independent
variables logistic regression is used (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2001, p. 517).
Logistic regression was used to predict IHEs with a formal parental notification
policy from individual and institutional demographic variables as well as from the
attitudinal scales. In creating the logisitic regression model to predict IHEs that had either
a parental notification practice or policy the first step was to create a control model
containing only the significant control variables. Each control variable (the belief that
alcohol use was a problem on the respondent’s own campus and the institutional
structural variables) was entered one at a time using the forward Likelihood-ratio
criterion and the change in the -2 log likelihood (-2LL) of the model was examined to
determine statistically significance of individual variables. Variables were kept in the
model if the change in the -2LL was statistically significant (p. < 05) indicating that it
was a significant predictor of the outcome variable. Variables were deleted if the change
in the -2LL was not statistically significant. The control model contained three items, the
belief that alcohol use was a problem at the respondent’s IHE, the IHE being public
rather than private, and the IHE being located in the west rather than in the northeast. The
belief regarding alcohol use as a problem and being located in the west were each
statistically significant predictors of IHEs that had a formal parental notification policy
alone as well.
Each scale variable was then added to the control model one at a time and the
parameters and goodness-of-fit statistics were examined. These can be seen in Table 4.8.
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The next step was to add all three scale items in a block to the control model to
investigate whether the three predictors as a whole increased the goodness-of-fit of the
model.
In order to investigate the existence of interactions among predictor variables
three sets of three interaction terms were created. The first set was between the belief that
alcohol was a problem on the respondents’ campus with each of the three scales (alcohol
is a problem x parents’ rights scale, alcohol is a problem x students’ benefit scale, and
alcohol is a problem x IHEs’ legal responsibility scale). The second set of interactions
was between each pair of the scale items (parents’ rights scale x students’ benefit scale,
parents’ rights scale x IHEs’ legal responsibility scale, and students’ benefit scale x IHEs’
legal responsibility scale). The final set was between the public IHE dummy variable and
each of the scales (public IHE x parents’ rights scale, public IHE x students’ benefit
scale, and public IHE x IHEs’ legal responsibility scale). These interactions terms were
added to regression model as a separate block using the forward stepwise method. None
of these interaction terms were statistically significant.
The overall model (Model 4) containing four variables, perception of alcohol use
as a problem (mean = 4.15, sd = 1.39), the dummy variable for public IHEs, the dummy
variable for IHEs located in the west, and the students’ benefit scale (mean = 4.11, sd =
.96), was significantly different from a constant only model, x2 (4, N = 190) = 59.77 p <
.001. This indicates that the predictors distinguished between IHEs that have a practice
and policy and those that did not. As shown in Table 4.8, none o f the interaction terms
were statistically significant.
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The variance in the existence of a parental notification practice or policy can be
inferred from the Nagelkerke R which, as stated earlier, is a statistic analogous to R in
linear regression and assesses the goodness of fit of the model. This statistic should be
interpreted with caution since it is not the exact same statistic as R2. Nagelkerke’s R2 for
this model was .40. Thus, approximately 40% of the variance in an IHE having a parental
notification practice or policy could be accounted for by the variables in the equation.
The model using these variables correctly predicted the IHEs with formal policies 81.9%
o f the time. Thus, the independent variables were accurate at classifying an IHE as
having or not having a parental notification practice or policy based on these four
independent variables.
Table 4.10 demonstrates the parameters, standard errors, and goodness-of-fit
statistics for variables in the model. Both the parents’ rights and students’ benefit scales
were each a significant predictor when included alone with the three control variables perception of alcohol use as a problem, the public IHE dummy variable, and the western
IHE dummy variable(see Models 3 and 4, Table 4.10). IHEs’ legal responsibility scale
was not a significant predictor and this model (see Model 5, Table 4.10). Controlling for
all three scales, only the students’ benefit of policy scale emerged as a significant
predictor (see Model 6, Table 4.10). Model four was the best predictor because the
change in the -2LL was statistically significant, it decreased from 178 to 158, and
Nagelkerke’s R2 increased from .284 to.401 indicating that the final four variables
regression equation for model four, that an IHE would have a parental notification policy
or practice was -4.60 -1.65(westem IHE) - 1.13(public IHE) 1.05(score on students’
benefit scale) + ,45(score on attitude that alcohol abuse is a problem).
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Table 4.10.
Parameter Estimates, Standard errors, and Goodness-of-fit Statistics from a Series o f Logistic Regression Analyses Which Include
Control and Scale Variables that Predict the Conditional Probability that an IHE Has a Parental Notification Practice or Policy
(N-187)____________ __________________________________________________________________________________________
Predictor
Control variables
B elief that alcohol use is a problem
Public IHE
Western IHE

Model 1

Parameter Estimate (standard error)
Model 3
Model 4

Model 2

52(.i4)***

.45(.13)***
-1.10(.37)**
-1.83(.45)***

-,94(.38)*
-1.73(.46)***

.55(.15)***
-1.13(.41)**
-1.65(.50)***

Model 5
.44(13)***
-1.08(.45)***
-1.82(.37)**

Model

6

.54(. 15)**
-1.14(,42)**

1.60(.50)***

Scale variables
Parents’ right to involvement scale
Students’ benefit o f policy scale
IHEs’ legal responsibilities to protect students
scale
Nagelkerke R2
-2LL (df)
Comparison model
Change in -2LL (df)

—
.

1 0 2

.248
188(3)

—

.48(.19)**

(.2 1 )***
--

1.05(.23)***

1.03(.23)***

-

-.04(.84)

.218
188(1)
6

.284
178(4)
Model 1
7 5 ( 1 )***

.401
158(4)
Model 1
25.73(1)***

.244
187(4)
Model 1
.0 0 1 ( 1 )

.390
156(4)
Model 1
24.60(1)***

Note. —denotes variables not entered into the model due to lack o f statistical significance (p< .05). Thus parameters were not
estimated for them.
Model 1 = control
Model 2 = parents’ rights + students’ benefit scale + IHEs’ legal responsibility scale
Model 3 = control + parents’ rights scale
Model 4 = control + students’ benefit scale
Model 5 = control + IHEs’ responsibility scale
Model 6 = control + parents’ rights + students’ benefit scale + IHEs’ legal responsibility scale
* p < .05, * * p < .01, * * * p < .001

It is helpful to review the descriptive statistics for the significant predictors of
IHEs that have parental notification policies. Table 4.11 shows that almost 80% of IHEs
that have a parental notification policy or practice believe that alcohol use is a problem at
their IHEs. Only the mean and standard deviation were computed for IHEs with and
without parental notification policies for the students’ benefit of policy scale since the
scale was an average index. IHEs with parental notification policies had a mean score on
the students’ benefit of policy scale of 4.36 with a standard deviation of .80 while IHEs
without parental notification policies had a mean of 3.50 and a standard deviation of 1.06
on the students’ benefit scale. Table 4.12 demonstrates the geographic composition of
Table 4.11.
Means, Standard Deviations, Frequency, and Counts o f Responses For The Belief That
Alcohol Use is a Problem fo r IHEs That Have a Parental Notification Policy and Those
That Do Not
Mean
Options 1-3 frequency
Options 4-6 frequency
(SD)
(count)
(count)
IHEs with parental 4.34(1.34)
3.0%
9.7%
9.0% 28.4% 28.4% 21.6%
notification policies
(13)
(12)
(38)
(38)
(29)
(4)
21.6%
79.5%
(n=134)
(29)
(105)
IHEs without
3.68(1.41)
5.7%
17.0% 22.6% 24.5% 18.9% 11.3%
parental notification
(12)
(13)
(10)
(6)
(9)
(3)
policies
78.4%
21.6%
(24)
(29)
(n=53)
Table 4.12.
Frequency and Counts by Geographic Area fo r IHEs That Have a Parental Notification
Policy and Those That Do Not________________________ _______________________
Geographic region
Frequency (count)
West
North
South
Northeast
central
32.1%
9.0%
IHEs with parental notification
28.4%
30.6%
(12)
policies
(41)
(38)
(43)
(n=76)
13.2%
17.0%
35.8%
IHEs without parental
34.0%
(18)
notification policies
(19)
(7)
(9)
(n=112)
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the IHEs that have and do not have parental notification policies. Twenty-eight percent
of the IHEs that have policies are in the northeast compared to only nine percent that are
in the west (see Table 4.9). Twice as many IHEs with policies were in the northeast
compared with IHEs that didn’t have policies that are in the northeast. In regard to private
and public institutions, 66% of the private institutions had a parental notification policy
or practice compared to 34% of public institutions.
Examining the odds ratios of significant variables, the strongest variable in this
model was the IHE existing in the western part of the country compared to the
northeastern part. Taking the inverse and reinterpreting the variables as described earlier,
the odds ratio of .19 for the western IHE dummy variable demonstrated that the estimated
odds that an IHE in the northeast had a parental notification practice or policy were
5.21 times (1/.19) the odds that an IHE in the west had such a practice or policy. In other
words, the estimated odds that an IHE had a parental notification practice policy
increased by 421% (5.21 - 1 x 100) if the IHE was in the northeast. The second strongest
variable was the fact that the IHE was private. Again, taking the inverse of the public IHE
dummy variable, the odds ratio of .323 demonstrated that the estimated odds of an IHE
having a practice or policy increased by 3.13 times (1/.323) or 213% (3.13 -1 x 100). The
third strongest variable was the score on the students’ benefit of policy scale. With an
odds ratio of 2.85, a 1-point increase in that scale increased the odds of an IHE having a
parental notification practice or policy by 2.85 times or 185%. Finally, the perception that
alcohol use was a problem at the respondent’s own IHE was the fourth strongest variable.
A 1-point increase in the score on this item increased the estimated odds that an IHE
would have a parental notification practice or policy by 1.73 times or 73%. To simplify,
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being located in the northeast compared to the west, being private, increase score on the
students’ benefit of policy scale, and a belief that alcohol was a problem (when
controlling for each other) each increased the probability that an IHE would have a
parental notification practice or policy. Figure 4.3 demonstrates the effect on the
probability of an IHE having a parental notification practice or policy as a function of the
score on the students’ benefit scale and the belief that alcohol use was a problem. The
western IHE and public IHE dummy variables were not graphed as they were categorical
variables.
As can be seen in Figure 4.3, both the students’ benefit variable and the belief that
alcohol use is a problem increased the probability of an IHE having a parental
notification practice or policy and had very similar slopes. This was signaled by the
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Figure 4.3 . The Probability of an IHE Having a Parental Notification Practice

or Policy as a Function of Selected Significant Variables in the Logistic
Regression Equation

positive parameter estimates in Table 4.8. For all scores on the belief that the alcohol is a
problem, the estimated probability of an IHE having a policy or practice was higher than
for all scores on the students’ benefit scale. But, the odds ratios indicate that score on the
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students’ benefit scale (2.9) had a stronger relationship than the belief that alcohol use is
a problem (1.7) although the graphed line for the belief that alcohol was a problem was
higher than the line for the score on the students’ benefit scale. The odds ratio is an
indication of the slope of the line, not necessarily the beginning and ending point of the
line. It can be seen that the slope of the students’ benefit scale variable is slightly steeper
than the slope for the belief that alcohol use is a problem.
In summary, after controlling for the effects of each of these variables, higher
scores on the students’ benefit of policy scale, higher scores on the belief that alcohol use
was a problem, being located in the northeast compared to the west, and being private all
increased the probability that an IHE would have a parental notification practice or
policy. These variables also constituted the most parsimonious regression model after
examining the effect of the other control variables, predictor variables, and interaction
terms.
Having Parental Notification Policy Alone Vs. Having Both Policy and Practice

As stated earlier, two analyses were performed because many IHEs may notify
parents as a matter of policy, and not because they have a formal parental notification
practice. IHEs that have a policy alone are not very different from those that have either a
policy or practice. The data suggest that IHEs that notify parents of alcohol violations
either through policy or practice compared to those that notify only through policy have
the same predictors. For both groups being in the northeast had the strongest association
with notification. Two other predictors also shared by both groups were the belief that
parental notification policies benefit students and the belief that alcohol use was a
problem at the respondent’s campus. Each group had a forth predictor that was similar to
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each other. For IHEs that had a parental notification policy or practice, the fourth
predictor, which had the second strongest relationship with the outcome variable, was the
IHE being private. For IHEs that had policies alone the fourth predictor was public IHEs
that had strong beliefs that IHEs had legal responsibilities to protect students. The
public/private dichotomy was an element of both predictors. Thus, these two groups were
very similar.
Predictors of Beliefs that Parental Notification Policies Should Exist

The third research question revolved around the beliefs that IHEs should notify
parents for alcohol violations and that the respondent’s own institution should have a
parental notification policy. To examine these issues, two separate multiple linear
regression analyses were performed using each of these beliefs as an outcome and
including the attitudinal scales, respondent demographics, institutional demographics,
and interaction terms as predictor variables.
IHEs Should Notify Parents for Alcohol Violations

In order to examine the variables that were related to the belief that IHEs should
notify parents for alcohol violations, a series of multiple linear regression models were
created to discover the most parsimonious model. The first step in this process was to
create a control model. This was accomplished by entering the control variables
(individual and institutional demographic variables along with the belief that alcohol use
is a problem) one at a time, deleting each variable that was not a statistically significant
predictor. The control model included two variables, the dummy variable for public IHEs
and the dummy variable for a southern IHE. The control model was statistically different
than a constant only model. Parameter estimates for this model are shown as Model 1 in
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Table 4.9. Once the control model was established three models were created with each
of the scale variables to compare each of these to the control model. The scale variable
was added to the control model in a separate block. Each of these models was statistically
different from the control model alone (see Models 2, 3, and 4 in Table 4.9). When all
three scales were added together to the control model in a separate block the parents’
rights to be involved and the students’ benefit of policy scale emerged as a statistically
significant predictors of the belief that IHEs should notify parents when the scale
variables controlled for each other as shown in Table 4.9, Model 5. When controlling for
the scale variables, the dummy variable for public IHEs was no longer a statistically
significant predictor and was subsequently dropped from the model. To investigate the
effect of just the predictor variables without the sole control variable, the dummy variable
for southern IHE, a model was created with just the scales for parents’ right and students’
benefit (see Model 7, Table 4.9).
In order to examine the existence of interactions among predictor variables three
sets of three interaction terms were created. The first set was between the belief that
alcohol was a problem on the respondents’ campus with each of the three scales (alcohol
is a problem x parents’ rights scale, alcohol is a problem x students’ benefit scale, and
alcohol is a problem x IHEs’ legal responsibility scale). The second set of interactions
was between each pair of the scale items (parents’ rights scale x students’ benefit scale,
parents’ rights scale x IHEs’ legal responsibility scale, and students’ benefit scale x IHEs’
legal responsibility scale). The final set was between the public IHE dummy variable and
each of the scales (public IHE x parents’ rights scale, public IHE x students’ benefit
scale, and public IHE x IHEs’ legal responsibility scale). These interactions terms were
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added to the regression model as a separate block. Upon examination, none of these
interaction terms were statistically significant predictors of the belief that IHEs should
notify parents for alcohol violations.
The most parsimonious model for predicting the belief that IHEs should notify
parents for alcohol violations was Model 7 in Table 4.9. The overall regression model
was statistically significant, R = .79, R2 = .631, F(2, 178) = 151.95, p < .001. The two
predictor variables, the score on the parents’ right to be involved scale (mean = 3.25, sd =
1.07) and the score on the students’ benefit of policy scale (mean 4.11, sd = .96)
accounted for 63% of the variance in the belief that IHEs should notify parents for
alcohol violations. It explained only three percent less of the variance than the model
with all of the interaction terms, but contained only two variables. The regression
equation for this model was the belief that IHEs should notify parents = -.431 + .72( score
on parents’ rights scale) + .41(score on students’ benefit scale). Figure 4.4 along with the
parameter estimates for this model in Table 4.9 suggested that an increase in each of the
scale variables was associated with an increased belief that IHEs should notify parents for
alcohol violations. Figure 4.4 also demonstrated higher scores on the parents’ right to be
involved scale had an increasingly greater effect than higher scores on the students’
benefits scale, while controlling for the other variable. The parents’ right scale had a
steeper slope than the students’ benefit scale which indicated that it a stronger
relationship on the outcome.
When looking at the semi-partial correlations, which signify the unique
contribution that the independent variable makes to predict the dependent variable while
controlling for other variables in the equation, the parents’ right to be involved scale
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Table 4.13.
Parameter Estimates, Standard errors, and Goodness-of-Jit Statistics from a Series o f Linear Regression Analyses Which Include
Control and Scale Variables that Predict the Belief that IHEs Should Notify Parents fo r Alcohol Violations (N=190)___________
Predictor
Control variables
Public IHE
Southern IHE
Scale variables
Parents’ right to involvement scale
Students’ benefit o f policy scale
IHEs’ legal responsibilities to protect
students scale
F (df)
p-value for F
R2
Comparison model
Change in R2
Degrees o f freedom for change in R2

Model 1
-.52(.19)**
.63(.20)**

Model 2
-,03(.13)
.32(.14>*

Parameter Estimate (standard error)
Model 3
Model 5
Model 4
-,35(.15)*
.46(.17)**

< .0 0 1

.08
Constant
only

82(3, 182)

43(3, 180)

.71(.07)***
.41(.07)***

.72(.07)***
.41(.07)***

,25(.08)**

.73(.07)***
41(07)***
-.06(.06)

9(3, 183)

63(5, 173)

105(3, 177)

152(2, 178)

< .0 0 1

< .0 0 1

.58
Model 1

.42
Model 1

.35
Model 1

***

04**

3 4

( 1 , 182)

( 1 , 180)

Model 7

-,04(.13)
.26(.13)*

-.46(.19)*

.81(.08)***

( , 186)

6

67(19)***

.89(.73)***

8 2

Model

< .0 0 1

(1, 183)

Note.
Model 1 = control
Model 2 = control + parents’ rights scale
Model 3 = control h students’ benefit scale
Model 4 = control + IHEs’ responsibility scale
Model 5 = control + parents’ rights + students’ benefit scale + IHEs’ legal responsibility scale
Model 6 = southern IHE + parents’ rights + students’ benefit scale
Model 7 = parents’ rights + students’ benefit scale
*p < .05, **p < .01, * * * p < .001

< .0 0 1

.27(.13)*

< .0 0 1

< .0 0 1

.64
Model 1

.64
Model 1

.63
Model 1

***

.60***
(2, 177)

g3***

5 7

(3, 173)

(2, 178)

accounted for 25% o f the variance in the belief that IHEs should notify parents and the
score on the students’ benefit of policy scale accounted for 6% of the variance in this
belief. The parents’ rights scale was a very strong predictor. These semi-partial

Parents'right scale
* — Students'benefit scale
2

3

4

5

6
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Figure 4 .4 . The Be lief that IHEs Should Notify Parents for Alcohol
Violations as a Function of the Parents' Rights and Students' Benefit
Scales in the Linear Regression Equation

correlations also characterize the slopes of the lines in Figure 4.4. The parents’ right scale
had a larger unique variance and thus a steeper slope than that of the students’ benefit of
policy scale. It should be noted, however, that the predictive power of these variables
would likely decrease by adding other, even non-significant variables, to the equation
since these additional variables would pull from the predictor variable’s variance
contribution to the dependent variable.
A histogram o f the standardized residuals from the regression was normal and did
not reveal any outliers. A scatterplot of the standardized predictors and residuals revealed
a linear distribution.
To summarize, when considering control and scale variables, the most
parsimonious model to predict the belief that IHEs should notify parents for alcohol
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violations included the parents’ right to be involved scale and the students’ benefit of
policy scale. The parents’ right to be involved scale had the strongest relationship with
the belief that IHEs should notify parents.
Respondent’s Own IHE Should Have a Parental Notification Policy

In order to examine the variables that predict the belief that the respondent’s own
IHE should have a parental notification policy, a series of multiple linear regression
models were created to discover the most parsimonious model. The first step was to
create a control model. This was accomplished by entering the control variables
(individual and institutional demographic variables, as well as the belief that alcohol use
is a problem) one at a time, deleting each variable that was not a statistically significant
predictor. The control model included two variables, the dummy variable for public IHEs
and the dummy variable for a western IHE. This control model was statistically different
than a constant only model (see Model 1, Table 4.10). Once the control model was
established three models were created with each of the scale variables to compare each of
these to the control model. The scale variable was added to the control model in a
separate block. The models containing the two control variables and each of the variables
for the parents’ right to be involved scale and the students’ benefit scale were statistically
different from the control model alone (see Models 2 and 3, Table 4.10). The model with
the two control variables and the IHEs’ legal responsibility scale was not statistically
different from a constant only model. When all three scales were added together to the
control model in a separate block the parents’ rights to be involved and the students’
benefit of policy scale emerged as a statistically significant predictors of the belief that
the respondent’s own IHE should have a parental notification policy when the scale
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variables controlled for each other as shown in Table 4.10. When controlling for the scale
variables, neither the dummy variable for public IHEs nor the dummy variable for the
IHE being in the west were statistically significant predictors and were subsequently
dropped from the model (see Models 5 and 6, Table 4.10).
To investigate the existence of interactions among predictor variables three sets of
three interaction terms were created. The first set was between the belief that alcohol was
a problem on the respondents’ campus with each of the three scales (alcohol is a problem
x parents’ rights scale, alcohol is a problem x students’ benefit scale, and alcohol is a
problem x IHEs’ legal responsibility scale). The second set of interactions was between
each pair of the scale items (parents’ rights scale x students’ benefit scale, parents’ rights
scale x IHEs’ legal responsibility scale, and students’ benefit scale x IHEs’ legal
responsibility scale). The final set was between the public IHE dummy variable and each
of the scales (public IHE x parents’ rights scale, public IHE x students’ benefit scale, and
public IHE x IHEs’ legal responsibility scale). These interactions terms were added to the
regression model as a separate block. Upon examination, one of these interaction terms,
the interaction between the parents’ rights scale and belief that alcohol use was a problem
was a statistically significant predictor of the belief that IHEs should notify parents for
alcohol violations. But when a new model was created with the two significant predictors
and this interaction, the interaction no longer became statistically significant.
The most parsimonious model for predicting the belief that the respondent’s own
IHEs should have a parental notification policy is Model 6 in Table 4.10. The overall
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Table 4.14.
Parameter Estimates, Standard errors, and Goodness-of-jit Statistics from a Series o f Linear Regression Analyses Which Include
Control and Scale Variables that Predict the Belief that O ne’s Own IHE Should Have a Parental Notification Policy (N=190)
Predictor
Control variables
Public IHE
Western IHE
Scale variables
Parents’ right to involvement scale
Students’ benefit o f policy scale
IHEs’ legal responsibilities to protect students
scale
F (df)
p-value for F
R2
Comparison model
Change in R2
Degrees o f freedom for change in R 2

Model 1
-.56(.22)*
-.71(.30)*

Model 2
-. 2 0 (. 2 0 )
-,50(.26)

Parameter Estimate (standard error)
Model 3
Model 4
Model 5
-.36(.17)*
-.29(.23)

-,29(.17)
-,29(.22)
.28(.09)**
94( 1 0 )***

.18(.10)

.25(.l)**
.93(.58)***
-,04(.08)

5(3, 184)

37(5, 173)

91(2, 178)

1.07(.09)***

.002

.06
Constant
only

24(3, 182)
< .0 0 1

.28
Model 1
22***
( 1 , 182)

60(3,181)
< .0 0 1

.49
Model 1

.002

.08
Model 1

***

.02

(1,181)

(1, 184)

4 3

Note.
Model 1 = control
Model 2 = control + parents’ rights scale
Model 3 = control + students’ benefit scale
Model 4 = control + IHEs’ responsibility scale
Model 5 = control + parents’ rights + students’ benefit scale + IHEs’ legal responsibility scale
Model 6 = parents’ rights + students’ benefit scale
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001

6

-.52(.22)*
-.69(.30)*

.69(.09)***

6(2, 187)

Model

< .0 0 1

.52
Model 1
4 5

***

(3, 173)

< .0 0 1

.51
Constant only

regression model was statistically significant, R = .71, R2 = .505, F(2, 178) = 90.89, p <
.001. The two scale variables, the score on the parents’ right to be involved scale (mean =
3.25, sd = 1.07) and the score on the students’ benefit of policy scale (mean = 4.11, sd =
.96) accounted for 51% of the variance in the belief that IHEs should notify parents for
alcohol violations. The regression equation for the outcome that a respondent believed
that their own IHE should have a parental notification policy = -.267 + .94(score on
students’ benefit scale) + .28(score on parents’ rights scale). Figure 4.4 along with the
parameter estimates for this model in Table 4.10 suggest that an increase in each of the
scale variables was associated with an increased belief that one’s own IHEs should have a
parental notification for alcohol violations. Figure 4.5 also demonstrates that for scores
below 4.5, the parents’ scale had a larger effect on the belief that one’s own IHE should
have a parental notification policy than the students’ benefit scale while controlling for

-♦— Parents' right scale
-■— Students' benefit scale

1

2

3

4

5

6

Score on Predictor Variable

Figure 4.5 . The Belief that One's Own IHE Should Have A Parental
Notification Policy As a Function of the Parents' Right and Students'
Benefit Scale in the Linear Regression Equation
each variable. This trend reversed at the 4.5 mark on the scale. This is the opposite effect
that was demonstrated for these two variables in Figure 4.4 when the outcome variable
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was the general belief that IHEs should notify parents. In the current analysis, the
regression model for the students’ benefit scale had a steeper slope which suggests that it
had a greater impact on the belief that one’s own IHE should have a parental notification
policy as compared to the score on parents’ right scale.
When looking at the semi-partial correlations, which indicate the unique
contribution that the independent variable makes to predict the dependent variable while
controlling for other variables in the equation, the parents’ right to be involved scale
accounted for 3% o f the variance in the belief that IHEs should notify parents while the
score on the students’ benefit of policy scale accounts for 24% of the variance. This
would explain the steeper slope for the student’s benefit scale. For the belief that one’s
own IHE should have a parental notification policy, the students’ benefit scale is a very
strong predictor. It should be noted, however, that this predictive power would likely
decrease by adding other, even non-significant variables, to the equation since these
additional variables would pull from the predictor variables’ variance contribution to the
dependent variable.
A histogram o f the standardized residuals from the regression was normal and did
not reveal any outliers. A scatterplot of the standardized predictors and residuals revealed
a linear distribution.
To simplify, both the students’ benefit of policy scale and parents’ right to be
involved were the predictors in the most parsimonious model predicting the belief that a

respondent’s own IHE should have a parental notification policy. While these are the
same two variables that predicted the belief that IHEs should notify parents, the impact of
each of these variables is different. For the belief that IHEs should notify parents, the
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parents’ right to be involved scale had the strongest relationship, but for the belief that
one’s own IHE should have a parental notification policy, the students’ benefit of policy
was more powerful.
Summary

The factor and reliability analyses do suggest that respondents discern between
three types of attitudes in regard to parental notification. These factors which were
developed into scales included “parents’ right to be involved,” “students’ benefit of
policy,” and “IHEs legal responsibility to protect students.”
Logistic regression analysis was used to examine statistically significant
predictors for IHEs that have a parental notification policy alone and predictors for IHEs
that have a parental notification practice or policy. There were four statistically
significant variables for predicting that an IHE would have a policy alone. These
variables included the IHE being located in the northeast rather than the west, the belief
that alcohol use was a problem on the respondent’s own campus, the belief that parental
notification policies benefit students, and the interaction between public IHEs and the
score on the EHEs’ legal responsibilities to protect students scale.
When looking at IHEs that have either a practice of notifying parents for alcohol
violations or a formal policy, there were also four statistically significant variables. As in
the regression for IHEs that have only a parental notification policy, location of the IHE
in the northeast compared to the west, the belief that alcohol use was a problem, and the
students’ benefit of policy scale were all statistically significant. In addition to these three
predictors, being a private rather than a public IHE was also statistically significant.
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In an attempt to better understand the general attitudes regarding parental
notification policies, multiple linear regression analyses were performed. The first
analysis was in reference to the attitude “IHEs should notify parents for alcohol
violations.” Models were built using the belief that alcohol use was a problem and the
individual and institutional demographic variables as control variables along with the
scale scores and interaction terms. The most parsimonious regression model yielded two
statistically significant variables; increasing scores on the parents’ right to be involved
scale and increasing scores on the students’ benefit of policy scale.
The second regression tested the attitude “I believe that my IHE should have a
parental notification policy.” As with the previous analysis, models were built using the
belief that alcohol use was a problem, the individual and institutional demographic
variables as control variables along with the scale scores and interaction terms. The most
parsimonious regression model for this outcome yielded the same two statistically
significant predictors as with the more general belief that IHEs should notify parents;
increasing scores on the parents’ right to be involved scale and increasing scores on the
students’ benefit o f policy scale. It was interesting to note that the scales had different
levels of impact for each of the beliefs, however. Whereas the parents’ right scale was the
strongest in relation to the belief that IHEs should notify parents, the students’ benefit of
policy was the strongest variable in regard to the belief that one’s own IHE should have a
parental notification policy.
It should be noted that the findings should be taken with caution. There were a
number of analyses run and experiment-wide error could be an issue. This would increase
the Type 1 error of finding a significant finding, when one did not actually exist.
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The data from the analyses were presented in this chapter. Chapter five will
discuss these data and implications for their use.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS

The purpose of this research was to examine the beliefs regarding students,
parents, and responsibilities of IHEs and the association between these attitudes and
structural variables with the existence of such parental notification policies and the belief
that EHEs should have such policies.
Findings

The use of factor and reliability analyses suggested that student affairs
administrators do discern three lenses when considering parental notification. These
themes included parents’ right to be involved in their student’s life, students’ benefit of
parental notification policies, and IHEs’ legal responsibility to protect students.
Logistic regression was used to examine predictors of institutions that had only a
parental notification policy. The variable with the strongest relationship to the IHE
having a policy was the IHE being located in the northeast compared to the west. This
variable was followed by the score on the students’ belief of policy scale, the belief that
alcohol use was a problem on the respondents’ home campus, and finally the interaction
of public IHE and score on the IHEs’ legal responsibility scale. For this final variable,
public and private institutions showed no difference in relationship with the probability of
having a parental notification scale for low scores on the legal responsibility scale. For
high scores on this scale, however, public institutions had a higher probability than
private institutions of having a policy to notify parents.
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When investigating the outcome of an IHE having either a parental notification
policy or practice, three of the four variables were the same as those that predicted an
IHE having a policy alone. As stated previously, the IHE being in the northeast compared
to the west had the strongest relationship with the outcome. This was followed by the
IHE being private, the score on students’ benefit of policy scale, and then the belief that
alcohol use was a problem on the respondent’s own campus.
There was one difference between groups that notified parents of alcohol
violations by policy alone compared to those IHEs that notified by either practice or
policy. The difference was related to the public/private control dichotomy of IHEs. For
IHEs that notified by practice or policy, The second strongest predictor was that the IHE
was private. It is possible that private institutions have been performing this practice even
prior to the change in FERPA allowing for notification. This was a finding by Palmer et
al (2001). Notification may be nothing new to some private institutions. They may not
have felt as bound to federal law that prohibited disclosure of students’ information to
others including parents. Many private institutions may have believed that notifying
parents was already appropriate and they did not need a law to give them that permission.
What is not known from this research, but is touched upon by Watts (2003) and could be
developed further in future research, is whether FERPA discretionary change in allowing
parental notification was an impetus to move from practice to policy. Watts’s research
suggests that FERPA may have been an impetus to create a parental notification policy,
but not to necessarily move from a practice to a policy.
Another indication that public institutions may rely on laws when formulating
policy when private IHEs may not, is the fact that a predictor for IHEs that had used
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parental notification policies alone which did not exist for IHEs that used policies or
practices was public institutions which had high scores on the legal responsibility scale.
Thus, one reason IHEs may have a formal policy was because they believed that they had
a legal responsibility to protect students. A practice may not necessarily provide evidence
that an IHE is fulfilling a legal responsibility. However, a formal documented policy
would provide support, prima facie, that an IHE is fulfilling its obligation. Thus it would
seem that IHEs that tend to rely on formal policy alone do so because they believe there
is a formal legal obligation. This obligation to protect is addressed by an in-kind action
which is also legal. Because public educational institutions are created by laws and are
extensions of state government, concerns about the law and policies of implementation
may help explain why there is an apparent schism over parental notification policy versus
parental notification practice or policy.
Beliefs regarding parental notification policies were also of interest and were
analyzed using multiple linear regression. For both the belief that IHEs should notify
parents for alcohol policies and the belief that the respondent’s own campus should have
a parental notification policy the most parsimonious regression model included two
variables; the score on the parents’ right to be involved scale and the students’ benefit of
policy scale. Interestingly, the strength of the unique relationship of each individual
predictor to the outcome was different for each outcome. For the belief that IHEs should
notify parents, the score on the parents’ scale was the strongest. For the belief that one’s
own IHE should have a parental notification policy, the students’ benefit scale had the
strongest relationship.
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Conclusions

There are a number of conclusions that could be interpreted from these findings.
The first conclusion was that fewer scales and structural variables predicted policies and
practices than was expected. It was anticipated that the parents’ right to be involved and
the legal responsibility scale variables would be predictors of IHEs having parental
notification policies or practices. It was also anticipated that structural variables such as
enrollment size, percentage o f students on campus, and Carnegie classification would be
predictors.
A second conclusion was related to the issue of structural and attitudinal
variables. Of the four predictors for having a parental notification policy or practice two
were structural and two were attitudinal. The predictors for an IHE having a policy alone
included one structural variable, two attitudinal variables, and one predictor that was the
interaction between an attitudinal variable and a structural variable. This would suggest
that policy and practice involved both attitudinal and structural variables. Only attitudinal
variables predicted the two attitudinal outcomes; belief that IHEs should notify parents of
alcohol violations and the respondent’s own IHE should have a parental notification
policy.
The data from this study suggested a third conclusion that policy and practice,
particularly regarding parental notification for alcohol violations by college students is
non-linear and non-rational. Scalar variables that predict broad beliefs that IHEs should
notify parents for alcohol violations do not necessarily predict actual policy and practice.
Only one of the variables that predicted attitudinal outcomes, the students’ benefit scale,
predicted policy outcomes. Additionally, attitudes that predicted policy did not influence
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other relevant attitudes. The perception of alcohol use being a problem predicted policy
and practice but not beliefs that EHEs in general, or the respondent’s IHE more
specifically, should notify parents. Structural variables that predicted policy and practice
did not predict beliefs about such policies and practices. Thus, it does not appear that
there are consistent variables that predict both parental notification practice and policies
and the corresponding beliefs regarding such policies and practices.
Since the literature did not suggest a clear theoretical direction, a set of theories
were set forth to provide a context for this research.
Bickel and Lake’s theory of the relationship between institutions and students can
help understand a piece of the puzzle. They describe an evolution of this relationship
beginning with in loco parentis and ending with the facilitator model. The second to last
stage is the duty era. In this era, the IHE has a duty to protect students because the
institution is a landowner and is responsible for what happens on its property, alcohol is a
foreseeable risk that they can intervene to reduce the risk of, and the IHE has a
responsibility to supervise the activities that it sponsors. The existence of the legal
responsibility scale as a retained factor suggests that EHEs believe that this duty exists.
However, this scale did not predict the existence of parental notification policies or
practices. Thus, while the duty to protect was a belief the data did not suggest that it
predicted parental notification. As such, Bickel and Lake’s theory assists with some
understanding of this issue but doesn’t explain it all.
Related to the issue of legal duty to protect was the belief cited in the literature
that parental notification was a return to in loco parentis. Like Bickel’s and Lake’s
theory, this is related to the relationship between IHE and student. This doctrine does not
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illuminate or explain parental notification. Some scholars argue that that a duty to protect
students arises from the in loco parentis doctrine. Others, such as Bickel and Lake,
contend that this duty arises not from in loco parentis but from tort duties as described in
the previous paragraph. The role of in loco parentis can be further understood by
reviewing its evolution. As stated in chapter two in loco parentis began as a right passed
on to teachers to discipline children “in place of the parents.” In loco parentis and
parental notification are two issues that are on two separate planes. In loco parentis
concerns teachers or institutions becoming more involved in discipline of the students.
Parental notification, on the other hand, regards parents becoming more involved in the
disciplinary process. Thus, these are two separate planes of the discipline issue - not the
same plane. One is about IHEs becoming more involved while the other is about parents
becoming more involved. IHEs discipline the students for alcohol violations. Parental
notification may be considered an additional piece to that process. Parental notification is
not the entire disciplinary process. IHEs are already involved in the discipline process;
they are not simply entering it. Additionally, many would argue that parental notification
is an educational process not a disciplinary process at all. This is supported by the data in
that “students’ benefit o f policy” is a significant predictor for parental notification policy
or practice since the items that comprise this factor relate to the educational and
developmental role of parental notification. Given these pieces, in loco parentis is not an
appropriate analytical tool for understanding parental notification. Even if one were to
extend the doctrine of in loco parentis to indicate more involvement by the parents, the
data would not support this connection. The parents’ right to be involved scale was not a
statistically significant predictor of parental notification policy or practice.

132

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

The final two theories regard policy development. The findings do not fit into
Gusfield’s model whose key elements include ownership of the problem, causal
explanation of the problem, and political responsibility to solve the problem. The data
could suggest that there is a causal explanation of the problem. The belief that alcohol use
was a problem on the respondent’s campus was a significant predictor of an IHE having
parental notification policies and practices. But ownership and political responsibility
were not supported by the data. While the legal responsibility of IHEs to protect students
scale was a factor that existed, it didn’t predict parental notification policies and
practices. This makes Gusfield’s model an incomplete tool for explanation.
The Garbage Can Model, on the other hand, provides a useful context for
understanding parental notification. Cohen, March, and Olsen describe a non-rational
policy formation model that includes four streams; problems, solutions, participants, and
choice opportunities. High-risk alcohol use has been a perennial problem on college
campuses. In 1998, Congress gave IHEs one more tool to address this issue; parental
notification. This is consistent with the Garbage Can Model of policy development
described by Cohen et al. There was a problem looming in the garbage can. This problem
was supported by the data since the belief that alcohol use was a problem on the
respondent’s campus was a significant predictor for having a parental notification policy
or practice. A new solution was available. CSAOs and other administrators working with
this issue believed that this solution would benefit students. This scale being a predictor
of parental notification policy and practice supported this contention. The eternal problem
of alcohol use was coupled with a new solution thrown into the garbage can. Also tossed
into the mix were IHEs with different characteristics. These are the participants in the
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Cohen, March, and Olsen model. Participants with certain characteristics (being in the
northeast, being private, or being public with high scores on the legal responsibility scale)
combined with the already coupled problem and solution streams. The final stream that
needed to couple was the choice opportunities stream. This was related to the solution.
The problem had been in existence for a long time and other solutions had proved
fruitless. Then in 1998, a new solution arose - parental notification. This provided a new
choice opportunity and some institutions seized this opportunity.
This dissertation began with a set of theories that were being explored to
understand the issue o f parental notification. The Bickel and Lake legal model examining
the relationship between students and IHEs assisted in understanding, part but not all of,
the parental notification issue. The in loco parentis doctrine was not only an inaccurate
analytical tool since parental notification and in loco parentis regard involvement into
students’ lives by two different entities, not just IHEs taking the place of parents, but
even its most broadly interpreted definition is not supported by the data as an explanation
of parental notification. The Garbage Can Model of policy development was the most
helpful theory in understanding parental notification. The attitudinal and structural
variables “coupled” in a non-linear, non-rational way to foster development of parental
notification policies.
Implications

This study was helpful to practitioners because it illuminated the issue o f parental
notification policies. Where previous research described the existence of such polices and
how they were implemented, this study explored the issues behind the policies to better
understand why they may exist. It was learned that there may not be any truly logical
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reason behind their existence. Some variables which were believed to be important did
not prove to be predictors. Some variables that predicted policies and practices did not
predict attitudes related to such policies and practices. One variable, geographical
location, was the strongest predictor of both policies alone and policies and practices and
may lack a logical reason behind its strength.
This study purported that in loco parentis and a legal model of the relationship
between IHEs and students have shortcomings as explanatory theories for parental
notification. But the non-linear, non-rational Garbage Can Model does prove effective in
trying to grasp this issue.
In the effort to examine the feasibility of in loco parentis as a theory for parental
notification, the evolution of this issue was examined in depth. There were differing
perspectives regarding what in loco parentis really is. This analysis described both the
evolution of the doctrine and its legal connotations. Understanding the evolution of in
loco parentis may help practitioners as they address and understand increasing parental
involvement in student lives.
There are many different beliefs regarding the appropriateness, viability, and
effectiveness o f parental notification policies. All of these perspectives underlay the
“why” they exist. The feasibility of the Garbage Can Model as the best explanation may
suggest to student affairs administrators that if they want to both explain why their
institution has such a policy or practice or want to assess the effectiveness of them, the
justification needs to be made more rational. It wasn’t clear to this researcher at the
beginning o f this study why institutions would have parental notification policies. Now,
while the “why” is somewhat clearer there are still some elements that do not make
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logical sense. It is fairly easy to explain that an institution has a parental notification
policy because there is a perceived problem with high-risk alcohol use on a campus and it
is believed that such a policy would benefit students. But how would an administrator
explain that they have a parental notification policy because their IHE is located in the
northeast, they are public but strongly believe that IHEs have a duty to protect students?
There is still more that wasn’t uncovered by this study. This study may help IHEs
understand the complexity of the issue as they address the current policy on their campus
or consider such a practice.
It is clear that further research is needed. There was still a great deal of variance
in an IHE having a policy or practice that was unexplained by the variables used in this
study. Further research should investigate what these other variables may be. The
literature does not suggest what these may be, but case studies may prove helpful. It
could be fruitful to examine institutions that have parental notification practices and
policies and the existence of the predictor variables described in this study. Case studies
would allow for the investigation of other potential predictor variables.
The question that precipitated this research was “how effective are parental
notification policies?” But it was quickly realized a subsequent question was “effective at
what? Reducing high-risk drinking, reducing cases of high-risk drinking, protecting
students, appeasing parents, etc.” Before the effectiveness question could even be asked,
the underlying reasons behind parental notification policies needed to be examined. This
study built on the prior foundation so that the effectiveness question can be asked. That is
likely the most important future question arising from this research. Once goals are
explicitly established for parental notification they can then be assessed.
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Directions for Jury

Thank you again for taking some of your valuable time to assist me in the refinement
of my dissertation survey instrument.
Parental notification policies are a current hot topic on college campuses as a
response to addressing high-risk alcohol use. This issue not only speaks to high-risk
alcohol use but it also calls into question that institutions of higher education have with
students and parents. With my doctoral dissertation I am hoping to add to the limited
amount of literature on this topic. I am interested in understanding how senior student
affairs officers perceive their institutional attitudes when considering a parental
notification policy. I am hoping you can help me by providing feedback on my data
collection instrument. There are a few things that I would like you to help me with.
1. The first is to respond to the instrument to see how long it takes. Could you please
print off the instrument and track how long it takes you to respond to all o f the
questions. When finalized, the instrument will be web-based and thus people will
be taking it on their computers, not with paper and pencil. Thus, this paper and
pencil version will only approximate the administration method for the sample. I
didn’t have the time nor money to have a web version created for this phase.
2. Second, please go through the instrument again and provide any feedback about
the instrument overall and the items individually. You can do this once o f two
ways 1) make notes electronically in the document using a different color font or
2) make notes on the paper version you had printed. Please do whatever is best
for you. When reviewing the items, please consider these questions:
a. Which questions were confusing or didn’t make sense and why?
b. Which questions could be interpreting different ways and why?
c. Does each question have an exhaustive list of response options? If not,
what responses should be added?
d. Are there any foreseeable issues with having this instrument as a webbased survey?
e. Other comments.
3. Third, I would like you to place each item in one of four categories defined
below. Please read each question again and think which category the question best
fits. If it doesn’t fit any of the top three categories please put it in the “other”
category. Simply type/write the three letter abbreviation in the blank space at the
end of the question. If you place a question in the “other” category, could you
please make a brief note as to why you believe this.
a. Individual (IND): the item is an issue that focuses on the individual
student and is relevant when considering parental notification policies.
b. Community (COM): the item is an issue that focuses on community, or
people other than the student or institution, and is relevant when
considering parental notification policies.
c. Institution (IHE): the item is an issue that focuses on the administrative
responsibilities of and institution of higher education and is relevant when
considering parental notification policies.
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Other (OTH): the item is an issue that doesn’t focus on either the
individual, community, institution of is not relevant when considering
parental notification policies
Keeping in mind the first three categories, are there other items that would fit in
these three categories that are relevant to considering parental notification and
should be included in the instrument? Please place these comments regarding
additions to these categories at the end of the instrument or in a separate
document.
4. Please return either the electronic or paper version of the instrument with your
feedback along with the time it took to complete it. My email and mailing
addresses are below. If you find it easier to provide the feedback over the phone,
which is an option as well, my phone number is below. I realize that you are a
busy person and this will take a little bit of your valuable time. I am hoping that
you can find time to provide this feedback by Friday, March 12th.
d.

Thank you again very much for your time. Your feedback will be extremely important as
I revise the instrument for my dissertation. If you have any questions, please contact me
at 603-862-3611 or gavin.henning@unh.edu
Sincerely,
Gavin Henning
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National Survey of Higher Education Alcohol-Related
Parental Notification Policies (Mail Form)

(NOTE: The mail form is included here because it is cleaner to print than the webform)
Thank you for taking the time to complete this brief survey. The 37 questions on the next
four pages will take approximately 8-12 minutes to complete. Your answers are
confidential to the extent possible with the Internet. Raw data may be shared with future
researchers, but without any identifying information. Responses will be compiled and
reported as aggregates. All respondents will receive a copy of the results.
If you have any questions, please contact Gavin Henning at gavin.henning@unh.edu or
603-862-3611.
Please complete the survey, place it in the enclosed self-addressed stamped envelope to:
Gavin Henning
5 Quad Way
Durham, NH 03824
FAX 603-862-4787
Survey ID:
Please enter the 6-digit survey ID included in the enclosed cover letter____________
For purposes of this survey, please use the following definitions:
IHE is an institution of higher education such as a college or university.
High-risk alcohol use is alcohol use that can lead to negative physical or social
consequences including underage drinking.
Parental notification policies are college or university policies in which
parents/guardians of college students are contacted if the student is in violation of the
college or university alcohol policy. While some parental notification policies will
contain provisions for violations of drug policies, the focus o f this survey is parental
notification policies regarding violations o f alcohol policies only.________________

The statements below relate to parental notification polices. Please indicate your level of
agreement or disagreement to the following statements by “checking” the box next to the
most appropriate response.

1.
2.

Parental notification policies deter students from violating alcohol
policies because students fear punishment from parents.
Parental notification policies deter students from violating alcohol
policies because parents are able to have a developmental
conversation with their student that will deter him/her from further
alcohol violations.

strongly
disagree
O 0
0
O

O
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O

O

strongly
agree
0
O

O

O

O

3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

17.
18.

19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.

25.
26.
27.
28.

strongly
disagree
Because students are independent adults, they should be
responsible for notifying their parents o f their policy violations.
Parental notification policies do not compromise students’ rights
to privacy.
IHEs have an ethical responsibility>to act in loco parentis.
IHEs have a legal responsibility to act in loco parentis.
With or without a parental notification policy, IHEs have a legal
responsibility to protect students from hurting themselves as a
result o f their own alcohol use.
With or without a parental notification policy, IHEs have a legal
responsibility>to protect college students from other students
whose alcohol use may cause harm or damage.
Parental notification allows IHEs to partner with parents to
address high-risk alcohol use and consequences.
Parental notification policies establish a legal relationship
between students and the IHE, that would not exist otherwise
without these policies.
Parental notification policies reduce the liability for IHEs because
parents share some o f this liability.
Parental notification is a punitive approach to addressing high-risk
alcohol use on college campuses.
Parental notification is an educational approach to addressing
high-risk alcohol use on college campuses.
Parental notification policies are consistent with an in loco
parentis approach by an IHE.
High-risk alcohol use is a problem at our institution.
Parental notification policies do not create unnecessary legal
liability for IHEs.
Parental notification policies safeguard IHEs from legal liability
because they demonstrate that the IHE is addressing high-risk
alcohol use on campus.
IHEs have an ethical obligation to inform parents if their student
violates the alcohol policy.
If a student is financially dependent, parents have a right to know
if their student is involved in an alcohol violation.
Parental notification policies foster a developmental conversation
between parents and their student that would not occur otherwise.
If a college student is UNDER 21 years old, her parents have a
right to know if she is involved in an alcohol violation.
Most parents want to be involved in their college student’s life
even when they are in college.
As caregivers, parents have a right to know if their student is
involved in an alcohol violation.
Because o f the money parents invest in their student's college
education, they want to be involved in their college student’s life
even when their student is in college.
If a college student is OVER 21 years old, her parents have a
right to know if she is involved in an alcohol violation.
IHEs should notify parents if students violate alcohol policies.
I believe that my institution should have a parental notification
policy.
I believe that my views shape my institution's policies regarding
parental notification.

strongly
agree

O o o o 0 o

O o o 0 0 o
O o o o O o
O o o 0 0 o
O o o o 0 o
O 0 o o 0 o
O o o 0 O o
O o o o 0 o
O o o o 0 o
O o o 0 0 o
O o o o 0 o
O o o o 0 o
O 0 o o o o
O 0 o o 0 o
O o o o 0 o
O o o o 0 o
O o o o 0 o
O o o o 0 o
O o o o 0 o
O o o o o o
O o o o o o
O o o o o o
O o o o 0 o
O o 0 o 0 0
O o o o o o
o o o 0 0 o
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29.

Does your institution have some type o f parental notification
policy?

29a.

30.

If you DO NOT have a formal policy, do you notify
parents as a matter o f practice?
How many students do you have living in on-campus housing that
is controlled by the college?

0 Yes, we have a written
formal policy
O No, but we are
considering a policy
O No, and we are not
considering a policy
O Not, sure
O Yes
ONo

O Not applicable, we don’t
have any students living oncampus.
31.

What would you estimate the population to be o f the town in
which your institution resides?

32.

Your gender:

33.

How many years have you been working in student affairs?

34.

How many years have you been working at your current
institution?

35.

Are you the chief student affairs officer at your institution?

O
O
0
O

Female
Male
Transgender
1-5 years
0 6-10 years
O 11-15 years
O 16-20 years
O 21 or more years
O 1-5 years
0 6-10 years
O 11-15 years
O 16-20 years
O 21 or more years
O Yes
ONo

35a. If NOT, please list your job title including functional area o f
responsibility?

36.

What other information about parental notification policies in general or specifically at your
school would be important for the researcher to know?

37.

Additional comments.

Thank you for your time. If you have any questions, feel free to contact Gavin Henning at
gavin .henning@,unh. edu or 603-862-3611.
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Creation of New Variables

To facilitate analyses, a number of variables were created. Carnegie classification
was collapsed into one, three-item variable to designate as a doctoral IHE, master’s IHE,
or baccalaureate IHE. A variable entitled “oncampus” was created to reflect the
percentage of students living on-campus. This was created by taking item 30, “how many
students do you have living on campus” and dividing it by FTE. This took into account
large and small IHEs since percentage would be more accurate for comparison than raw
totals.
For regression analyses a number of dummy variables were created; dummy
variables was created for doctoral IHEs and another for master’s IHE. Baccalaureate
IHEs were the reference group for these dummy variables. Dummy variables were also
created for male/female respondent, public/private control, religious/non-religious
affiliation, has formal parental notification policy/doesn’t have formal policy, and has
parental notification policy or practice/does not have policy or practice. For response
bias analysis two new variables were created to capture the phase of survey completion
(based on date of completion) and method used to complete survey (web or mail).
New variables were created for each of the scales upon completion of factor and
reliability analyses. Each new variable was created by taking the average of all items in
the scale.
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Table A.I.
Mean, Standard Deviation, Count, and Frequencies For Q1 Parental Notification
Policies Deter Students From Violating Alcohol Policies Because Students Fear
Punishment From Parents
Mean
Options
1
2
3
4
5
6
Total
3.57
Count
12
24
41
72
38
3
190
Standard
Percent
100%
1.6%
6.3% 12.6% 21.6% 37.9% 20.0%
deviation
1.17
59.5%
100%
40.5%
Table A.2.
Mean, Standard Deviation, Count, and Frequencies For Q2 Parental Notification
Policies Deter Students From Violating Alcohol Policies Because Parents Are Able To
Have A Developmental Conversation With Their Student That Will Deter Him/her From
Further Alcohol Violations
4
2
6
Total
Mean
Options
1
3
5
24
65
37
10
190
3.69
Count
7
47
100%
Standard
Percent
3.7% 12.6% 24.7% 34.2% 19.5%
5.3%
deviation
100%
41.1%
58.9%
1.18
Table A.3.
Mean, Standard Deviation, Count, and Frequencies For Q3Because Students Are
Independent Adults, They SHOULD NOT Be Held Responsible For Notifying Their
Parents O f Their Policy Violations (REVERSE CODED)___________________
4
6
Total
Mean
Options
1
2
3
5
42
54
8
190
3.57
Count
17
31
38
4.2%,
100%
Standard
Percent
8.9% 16/3% 20.0% 22.1% 28.4%
deviation
54.7%
100%
1.39
45.3%
Table A.4.
Mean, Standard Deviation, Count, and Frequencies For Q4 Parental Notification
Policies Do Not Compromise Students ’Rights To Privacy
4
6
Mean
Options
2
3
5
1
32
31
55
31
3.95
Count
12
29
Standard
Percent
6.3%
15.3% 16.8% 16.3% 28.9% 16.3%,
deviation
38.4%
61.6%
1.52
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Total
190
100%
100%

Table A.5.
Mean, Standard Deviation, Count, and Frequencies For Q5 IHEs Have An Ethical
Responsibility To Act In Loco Parentis __________ _______________________
Mean
3
4
5
Total
Options
1
2
6
3.23
Count
32
45
32
11
190
29
41
Standard
5.8%
100%
Percent
15.3% 21.6% 16.8% 23.7% 16.8%
deviation
1.49
46.3%
100%
53.7%
Table A.6.
Mean, Standard Deviation, Count, and Frequencies For Q6 IHEs Have A Legal
Responsibility To Act In Loco Parentis __________ ______________________
4
Mean
Options
2
3
5
6
1
2.84
Count
41
46
35
16
9
43
Standard
8.4%
4.7%
Percent
21.6% 22.6% 24.2% 18.4%
deviation
1.42
68.4%
31.6%

Total
190
100%
100%

Table A.7.
Mean, Standard Deviation, Count, and Frequencies For Q7 With Or Without Parental
Notification Policies, IHEs Have A Legal Responsibility To Protect Students From
Hurting Themselves As / Result O f Their Own Alcohol Use
Total
3
4
5
6
Mean
Options
1
2
189
33
36
49
28
3.86
Count
12
31
100%
Standard
Percent
6.3% 16.4% 17.5% 19.0% 25.9% 14.8%
deviation
100%
59.8%
1.51
40.2%
Table A.8.
Mean, Standard Deviation, Count, and Frequencies For Q8 With Or Without A Parental
Notification Policy, IHEs Have A Legal Responsibility To Protect College Students From
Other Students Whose Alcohol Use May Cause Harm Or Damage___________________
Total
4
5
6
Mean
1
2
3
Options
189
18
38
73
44
Count
4
12
4.57
9.5% 20.1% 38.6% 23.3%
100%
Percent
2.1%
6.3%
Standard
deviation
100%
82.0%
1.24
18.0%
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Table A.9.
Mean, Standard Deviation, Count, and Frequencies For Q9 Parental Notification Allows
IHEs To Partner With Parents To Address High-risk Alcohol Use and Consequences
Total
Mean
Options
1
2
3
4
5
6
Count
58
189
4.74
5
16
36
65
9
4.8%
100%
Standard
Percent
8.5% 19.0% 30.7% 34.4%
2.6%
deviation
84.1%
100%
1.29
15.9%
Table A. 10.
Mean, Standard Deviation, Count, and Frequencies For Q10 Parental Notification
Policies Establish A Legal Relationship Between Students And The IHE, That Would Not
Otherwise Exist Without These Policies
Total
Mean
Options
1
2
3
4
5
6
187
22
2.90
Count
34
53
39
29
10
Standard
Percent
18.2% 28.3% 20.9%
15.5% 11.8%
5.2%
100%
deviation
67.4%
1.46
32.6%
100%
Table A .ll.
Mean, Standard Deviation, Count, and Frequencies For Q ll Parental Notification
Policies Reduce The Liability For IHEs Because Parents Share Some O f The Liability
Total
Mean
Options
1
2
3
4
5
6
187
3.02
Count
51
25
39
46
20
6
Percent
Standard
13.4% 27.3% 20.9% 24.6% 10.7%
3.2%
100%
deviation
100%
1.33
61.5%
38.5%
Table A. 12.
Mean, Standard Deviation, Count, and Frequencies For Q17 Parental Notification
Policies Safeguard IHEs From Legal Liability Because They Demonstrate That The IHE
Is Addressing High-risk Alcohol Use On Campus
_______________________ ______
Total
Options
5
Mean
1
2
3
4
6
190
3.24
Count
17
40
53
46
28
6
100%
Standard
Percent
3.2%
8.9% 21.1% 27.9% 24.2% 14.7%
deviation
57.9%
42.1%
100%
1.28
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Table A. 13.
Mean, Standard Deviation, Count, and Frequencies For Q12 Parental Notification Is A
Punitive Approach To Addressing High-risk Alcohol Use On College Campuses
(REVERSE CODED)
________________________ _______________ ___
Mean
1
2
4
6
Total
Options
3
5
187
4.05
Count
35
9
23
35
37
48
Standard
Percent
100%
4.8% 12.3% 18.7% 19.5% 25.7% 18.7%
deviation
1.46
64.2%
100%
35.8%
Table A. 14.
Mean, Standard Deviation, Count, and Frequencies For Q13
Parental Notification Is An Educational Approach To Addressing High-risk Alcohol Use
On College Campuses _______________________ _______________________ ______
4
5
6
Total
Mean
Options
1
2
3
189
4.26
Count
5
14
22
62
58
28
100%
Standard
Percent
2.6%
7.4% 11.6% 32.8% 30.7% 14.8%
deviation
1.22
78.3%
100%
21.7%
Table A. 15.
Mean, Standard Deviation, Count, and Frequencies s'or Q14 Parental Notification
Policies Are Consistent With An In Loco Parentis Ap proach By An IHE
1
2
3
4
5
6
Total
Mean
Options
190
3.82
Count
10
32
26
56
47
19
100%
Standard
Percent
5.3% 16.8% 13.7% 29.5% 24.7% 10.0%
deviation
64.2%
100%
1.38
35.8%
Table A. 16.
Mean, Standard Deviation, Count, and Frequencies For Q15 High-risk Alcohol Use Is A
Problem At Our Institution
Total
4
Mean
Options
1
2
3
5
6
190
35
4.15
Count
7
23
24
52
49
100%
Standard
Percent
3.7% 12.1% 12.6% 27.4% 25.8% 18.4%
deviation
100%
71.6%
28.4%
1.39
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Table A. 17.
Mean, Standard Deviation, Count, and Frequencies For Q16 Parental Notification
Policies Do Not Create Unnecessary Legal Liability For IHEs
Mean
6
Options
1
3
4
5
Total
2
4.02
Count
5
54
56
19
187
23
30
Standard
Percent
28.95 29.9% 10.2%
100%
2.7% 12.3% 16.0%
deviation
31.0%
69.0%
1.27
100%
Table A. 18.
Mean, Standard Deviation, Count, and Frequencies For Q18 IHEs Have An Ethical
Obligation To Inform Parents I f Their Student Violates The Alcohol Policy
6
Mean
Options
1
2
3
4
5
Total
24
8
Count
52
41
37
28
190
3.09
4.2%
Standard
Percent
12.6% 27.4% 21.6% 19.5% 14.7%
100%
deviation
38.4%
100%
61.6%
1.39
Table A.19.
Mean, Standard Deviation, Count, and Frequencies For Q19 I f A Student Is Financially
Dependent, Parents Have A Right To Know I f Their Student Is Involved In An Alcohol
Violation
1
4
5
6
Total
Mean
Options
2
3
22
42
189
3.58
Count
23
27
42
33
Percent
12.2% 14.3% 22.2% 17.5% 22.2% 11.6%
100%
Standard
deviation
48.7%
51.3%
100%
1.55
Table A.20.
Mean, Standard Deviation, Count, and Frequencies For Q20 Parental Notification
Policies Foster A Developmental Conversation Between Parents And Their Student
Would Not Occur Otherwise
6
1
4
5
Mean
Options
2
3
15
45
Count
6
18
38
68
3.91
7.9%
3.2%
9.5% 20.0% 35.8% 23.7%
Percent
Standard
deviation
67.4%
32.6%
1.19
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That
Total
190
100%
100%

Table A.21.
Mean, Standard Deviation, Count, and Frequencies For Q21 I f A College Student Is
Under 21 Years Old, Her Parents Have A Right To Know I f She Is Involved In An
Alcohol Violation
Mean
Options
1
4
Total
2
3
5
6
3.35
Count
29
32
31
189
41
43
13
Standard
15.3% 16.9% 21.7% 16.4% 22.8%
100%
Percent
6.9%
deviation
1.54
54.0%
56.0%
100%
Table A.22.
Mean, Standard Deviation, Count, and Frequencies For Q25 I f A College Student Is
Over 21 Years Old, Her Parents Have A Right To Know I f She Is Involved In An Alcohol
Violation
Mean
Total
Options
1
2
3
4
5
6
188
2.38
Count
54
57
45
19
10
3
Standard
28.7% 30.3% 23.9% 10.1%
Percent
5.3%
1.6% 100.%
deviation
1.24
17.0%
100%
83.0%
Table A.23.
Mean, Standard Deviation, Count, and Frequencies ^or Q22 Most Parents Want To Be
Involved In Their College Student’s Life Even They A re In College
Mean
Total
Options
1
2
3
4
5
6
189
32
81
63
5.01
Count
0
4
9
100%
0%
2.1%
4.8% 16.9% 42.9% 33.3%
Standard
Percent
deviation
100%
.94
93.1%
6.9%
Table A.24.
Mean, Standard Deviation, Count, and Frequencies For Q23 As Caregivers, Parents
Have A Right To Know I f Their Student Is Involved In An Alcohol Violation
___
Total
Mean
1
2
4
5
6
Options
3
190
43
41
3.49
Count
17
37
39
13
100%
Percent
8.9% 19.5% 20.5% 22.6% 21.6%
6.8%
Standard
deviation
100%
1.42
48.9%
51.1%
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Table A.25.
Mean, Standard Deviation, Count, and Frequencies For Q24 Because O f The Money
Parents Invest In Their Student’s College Education, They Want To Be Involved In Their
College Student’s Life Even When Their Student Is In College________________ ______
Mean
Options
1
2
3
4
5
Total
6
Count
4.47
5
19
52
65
188
9
38
Standard
Percent
4.8% 10.1% 27.7% 34.6% 20.2%
100%
2.7%
deviation
1.21
17.6%
82.4%
100%
Table A.26.
Mean, Standard Deviation, Count, and Frequencies For Q26 IHEs Should Notify Parents
I f Students Violate Alcohol Policies______________ _______________________ _______
Total
Mean
Options
1
2
3
4
5
6
42
189
3.62
Count
10
32
42
52
11
Percent
5.8%
100%
Standard
5.3% 16.9% 22.2% 27.5% 22.2%
deviation
1.30
44.4%
55.6%
100%
Table A.27.
Mean, Standard Deviation, Count, and Frequencies For Q271 Believe That My
Institution Should Have A Parental Notification Policy
5
Mean
Options
1
2
3
4
6
4.46
Count
13
16
54
15
33
59
Standard
Percent
6.8%
8.4% 17.4% 28.4% 31.1%
7.9%
deviation
1.24
23.2%
76.8%

Total
190
100%
100%

Table A.28.
Mean, Standard Deviation, Count, and Frequencies For Q281 Believe That My Views
Shape My Institution’s Policies Regarding Parental Notification
Total
1
2
3
4
5
6
Mean
Options
189
4
63
67
4.82
Count
10
10
35
100%
Percent
2.1%
5.3% 18.5% 33.3% 35.4%
Standard
5.3%
deviation
100%
1.24
87.3%
12.7%

158

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

